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ABSTRACT 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? SOCIAL WORK 
SCHOOLS AND FIELD PLACEMENT AGENCIES 
·IN THEIR JOINT TASK OF EDUCATING SOCIAL WORKERS 
This is a study of the process of collaboration between schools 
of social work and their field placement agencies as they go about the 
business of educating tomorrow's social workers. In order to develop 
a complete picture of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the inter-organizational inter-
actions actors· in both settings were studied. The student, the field 
instructor and the university's director of field work were chosen 
because of their active involvement in the process under investigation. 
The sample was drawn from the six graduate schools of social work 
in the New York City area (i.e., Adelphi, Columbia, Fordham, Hunter, 
New York University and Wurz\oleiler). The study was conducted during 
the .197.5-76 academic year. Perceptions of students and field teachers 
regarding the school-agency relationship was obtained through the mail 
administration of two separate ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? A total of 285 second 
year students and 180 field instructors responded •. Each of the six 
·field work directors were viewed as "key informants" and seen in 
individual face-to-face interviews. 
The history of social work education is marked by the consistent 
association between academia and practice. This study attempted to 
explain the reasons for this engagement. Areas examined involved the· 
motivation of each institution in initiating this educational partnership 
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and each setting's stake in maintaining it. Efforts were also made to 
understand the historically recurrent tensions between school and agency 
through eliciting respondents' opinions regarding their existence and 
degree of friction. The strains investigated included conflict in 
organizational structure and goals, the generic-specific controversy, 
discrepancies in content taught in class and field and the integration 
of the two. 
Special attention was also given to respondents' views of the 
intimacy of the school-agency relationship, the linkage mechanisms 
joining them, the reciprocal influences on each other's systems, the 
importance of the field experience and its connection to the university. 
In addition the investigator sought out differential perceptions 
of various debatable issues in social work education. Among these was 
the subject of generic training. Opinions were solicited regarding the 
applicability of the same practice skills in work with individuals, 
groups and communities and on the need for a "fields of practice" 
approach. Responses indicated a dubiousness about generic education 
and an inclination towards method teaching and away from fields of 
practice concentrations (e.g., aging •.• ). Other educational issues 
dealt with the prevalence and need for uniform standards for student 
performance in the field, as well as for choice of field work placements 
and field instructors. 
An attempt was made to explain the views of respondents by school 
affiliation, by certain demographic factors and by ratings of the field 
placement as an educational experience. In order to determine whether 
role effected opinions the analysis of the results also included 
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comparisons of student, field instructor and field work director 
perceptions. 
The findings of the study reaffirmed the centrality of field 
work in social work education. It was viewed as being more infiuential 
than class work in shaping a student's professional training. Not 
surprising was the view that the field instructor ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the greatest 
influence on learners. Serious question was raised as to who controlled 
field instruction since the field teacher was seen as a relatively 
:i.solated and unsupported agent in his role of helping students to 
integrate the skills of professional practice. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the field 
instructor to ? ? ? ? ? ? emerged as an . issue for further exploration. 
Although there was some variation attributable to differences 
in a school's pattern of field advisement, the relationship between 
the academic and.practice settings was· usually not seen as a close one. 
This raised a question of the role of the faculty advisor as a connecting 
link. There 
standards in 
tended to be general agreement· on the need for uniform 
fieldwork performance ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ·of criteria . I .. 
for acceptable. field work placements and ? ? ? ? ? ? teachers. 
Respondents saw the school as the senior partner in the relation-
ship having ultimate ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for student education both in. the 
class and in the field. This study's findings emphasized the need 
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for a great deal more work from both partners in providing quality 
field . education for the aspiring professional. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Historically social work was born "in the field. ".. As the friendly 
visitor became the paid worker in Charity Organization Societies the 
need for training became· increasingly more obvious. Transmission of 
knowledge and techniques from one person .to another became a method 
of providing a more efficient service where workers did not have. to 
"start from ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with each new case but could draw ·on the past 
experience of other agency employees. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? model of. 
learning was adopted. 
In 1898 a summer course was offered by the New·York Charity 
Organization Society. Shortly thereafter, with the realization that 
the learning of techniques throug·h apprenticeship was insufficient, a 
one year educational program was established at the New York School of 
Philanthropy (predecessor of the Columbia University School of· Social 
Work). The field·began to recognize that education was more than the 
creation of "carbon copy" workers of those who had come before them. 
"How to" manuals of working wi.th people were too rigid to allow for the 
creativity of individual workers and the uniqueness of individual clients. 
The.desire to transmit personal eXperience and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? from 
one person to another gave way to a desire to pass along accumulated,. 
time tested knowledge and specific skills from one generation of social 
workers to another. The movernent·towards becoming a profession was 
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actively on its way. Technical expertise, a necessary goal in profes-
sionalizadon, proved more readily attainable in the "knowing" rather 
than the "doing" areas. The notion of social work as both an art and 
a science gained greater acceptance. 
Although curriculum development was, and is, directed primarily 
towards course work, social work education continued to stress the 
advantage "f testing out the more standardized theories against the 
uniqueness of people in life situations. Work in the field, however, 
provided much more than a "testing ground" for theory. Any review of 
the literature, related to the education of social workers, documents 
the conviction of faculty members and agency practitioners that social 
work education prepares students to deliver a service thereby tying 
practice and theory inextricably to each other. It seemed self evident 
throughout history that the skill of service delivery needed to be 
learned through participation in real life experiences. 
The continuing formalization of social work education within the 
structure of universities did not alter the schools' need for agencies 
in order to provide for the acquisition of practice skills. The train-
ing of social workers continued to exist within the framework of two 
institutional settings. It seems safe to predict that the collaboration 
of agencies and schools in social work education will be maintained 
throughout the foreseeable future. 
The history of the relationship between academia and practice 
agencies was marked by numerous points of strain and tension. These 
have continued throughout the years in various degrees of intensity. 
Social work education literature is replete with dicussions of conflicts 
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between these two settings and their respective personnel. Despite 
this, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? continues to ·survive. A legitimate assumption. 
might be made that school and agency remain together because each of 
them derives certain bene"fits from the other. 
The present study is based on the premise that a major thrust of 
. . . social work education is ·on preparation for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? practice with clients. 
It is further assumed that this "doing" part of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? work is learned 
in agencies. These two, rather obvious, assumptions point up the need 
to maximize the use of the field in educating social ·work ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The writer suggests that a crucial step in accomplis.hing this is to 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? more specific in our ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the interplay between 
schoql and agency. The present ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to an analysis 
of this interaction. 
This study was initially stimulated by the author's professional 
experience as a practitioner, field instructor and social work educator. 
Each of these roles tended to result in somewhat different perceptions 
of the interaction and· competence of school.and agency in the education 
of social work students. The writer's own struggles and ponderings are 
reflected in the questions and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? addressed in this study. The 
final document, however,. is ·more than a p.ersonal exposition. Thedata 
collected represents the opinions of field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? faculty members 
related to field work and the learners in ? ? ? ? educational process - the 
social work students. 
Since this study attempts to analyze a phenomenon as dynamic as . 
a relationship, no static outcomes were sought after or expected. 
Rather, it was hoped that this investigation would reveal an interaction 
4 
in process as seen through the eyes of students, field and school 
people. 
Beginning at the beginning, one line of inquiry in this study was 
concerned with how and why schools and agencies decided to engage with 
each other in the education of social workers. It seems generally safe 
to assume that a relationship that has endured for a period of about 80 
years reflects an association where each partner needs the other in 
order to guarantee certain rewards and benefits. In this regard 
Schwartz states that: 
••• need for each other constitutes the basic rationale 
for ••• being together. If people do not need to use each 
other, there is no reason for them to be together - which 
may seem like a truism until we recall all the experiences 
in which the mutual need was not apparent and the members 
struggled to understand what brought them together and why 
someone throught they had to interact with each other. l 
Implied in Schwartz's statement is a cautionary note which might 
be applied to the school-agency relationship. It raises the question 
of whether the 80 year association has continued more out of habit than 
out of real need. This study makes an effort to distinquish between 
the two through an examination of the interdependence of school and 
agency. The major areas of investigation will be: 
The 
New 
1. Motivation of each institution in initiating this 
educational partnership. 
2. Each setting's stake in maintaining the relationship. 
3. Notions of commitment and mutuality (quid pro quo). 
4. Awareness, by students, faculty and field people, of the 
interdependent quality in the school - agency association. 
5. Frequency, type, and direction of exchanges between the 
two institutions. 
lWilliam Schwartz, "On the Use of Groups in Social Work Practice," 
Practice of Group Work, William Schwartz and Serapio Zalba (eds.) 
York: Columbia University Press, 1971), p. 7. 
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A second line of inquiry is related to analyzing the recurrence 
over time of the tension provoking issues in the interaction between 
school and agency. The most common causes of strain in the relationship 
are investigated in this study. They include: 
I. Generic-Specific Argument 
In .1917., Mary Richmond's "Social Diagnosis" addressed and stimulated 
further discussion centered on the problem of defining a common core of 
casework skills and principles which would be ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to diverse 
"specific" settings. 
The Milford Conference (1923-1929) in its final report (1929) 
summarized the unanimous perception of Executives and.Board member 
participants that caseworkers differed in the settings in which they 
worked but shared a COmmon purpose and methodology observable in all 
settings. 
Today, sixty or so years after the publication of "Social 
Diagnosis" and fifty after the Milford Conference,. the "generic-specific" 
conflict still continues. The language of the argument has changed but 
the issue remains the same. Reference to "information or knowledge 
explosion" is used frequently by· proponents of the "specific" side to 
support their argument for more intensive training in particular areas 
such as aging, retardation, health services, income maintenance and so 
on. "l!:ducation for responsible entry into the field" is a well used 
phrase for those advocating more· generic teaching of social work methods, 
values and attitudes. This second group assumes that practice agencies 
provide the more idiosyncratic training according to field of practice .... 
or social problem. 
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The generic-specific conflict remains a point of tension in 
relationships between practice agencies and schools of social work. 
Despite the fact that some educators have recently joined with practi-
tioners in proposing more field of practice or social problem centered 
curricula, the schools operationally continue to emphasize general 
knowledge and method as opposed to specific knowledge related to specific 
fields or problems. 
II. Craft versus Profession 
Although schools and agencies argue that social work is a profes-
sion, it was the knowledge base that historically received most of the 
attention in the professionalization process. To many practitioners 
and educators field work was seen as more elusive to the professional 
prerequisites of specificity, curriculum building and identifiable 
skills easily transmitted from one professional to another. The field 
was often perceived as the more idiosyncratic piece of the profession 
of social work. Practice was seen by some as a skilled craft based 
on repetition rather than a theoretical framework. The field instructor 
was viewed as the "master workman" with less skilled apprentices at his 
side. This author's experience supports the fact that these perceptions 
are very much alive today despite the increase in the amount of energy 




III. Status Conflicts 
Although social work was "born in the field" and continued to 
rely heavily on this setting in social work education, it was those 
involved more directly in knowledge building who were awarded higher 
.professional status. Despite the fact that all of social work education 
is directed towards providing services to people, the academics rather 
than those who put the knowledge to use, were placed on a higher level 
of professional competence. This writer suggests that this phenomenon 
has resulted in competition between educators and practitioners for 
"first place" in their contribution to the field of social work and to 
the training of its professionals •. Many of the views they hold of each 
other reflect this jockeying for position. 
. . Some of the more prevalent opinions ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? include: 
.1 •. The view of agencies that educators are removed from 
practice ·and therefore have less expertise in teaching practice 
skills than the agency practitioner. 
? ? ? ·J.he des1.re of agencies to have an impact on the school's 
curriculum was given a great deal of attention in the literature. 
Little has been written or advocated regarding the influence of 
faculty consultation on service delivery in agencies. From this 
we might infer.that field staff feel they have a contribution to 
make to the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? process and 1nstitution. The corollary, 
that academia· has something to teach about practice does not 
seem to be readily accepted • 
. 3. The feeling of schools that practitioners are not 
sufficiently knowledgeable of the theoretical underpinnings of 
practice, that they have no time to conceptualize, that they 
are doers rather than thinkers. 
4. Field lags behina current knowledge while schools lag 
behin.d current practice - "The academy is the last to know." 
IV. Difference in Organizational Goals 
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There is no quarrel with the fact that schools and agencies are 
"in business" for different things. TIle school's primary goal is the 
education of the student. The agency's primary goal is the provision 
of service to its clientele. It might be noted that different agencies 
have varying conceptions of the "person" with whom the worker interacts 
i.e., c11ent, consumer, member, citizen, community organization and so 
on. Kesisting a discussion on ideological d1fferences, suffice it to 
say that regardless of setting or conception of client group the 
practice agency is primarily concerned with delivering the "product" 
to the "buyers" with whom tney nave contracted. 
in discussions of the tension between school and agency the cause 
is often attributed to the difference in organizat10na1 goals. Implied 
in this view is that the goals of education and service are, at best, 
mutually exclusive and, at worst, antagonistic. 
Attitudes toward this issue are not monolithic. The opposing 
camp argues that student education cannot be separated from service 
delivery, that practice abi11ty is tied to competency in providing a 
service, tnat the best kind of education is anchored in service. 
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v. Differences in Organizational Structure 
understanding of formal organizations has been influenced in great 
measure by the writings of Max Weber. l He described what is referred to 
as the "ideal rationalistic bureaucracy" with certain definable character-
istics (i.e., expert tasks, spec1al1zation in division of labor, 
hierarchicaJ. authority structure, impers.onal interpersonal relations, 
delimited a-priori rules guiding performance, personnel assignment on 
basis of merit, separation of policy and administrative decision making). 
Few institutions represent "pure" typ.es. They each exhibit different 
degrees of intensity of organizational characteristics. Discussions of 
the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? strains due to structural differences seem to pJ.ace 
the SchooJ. and agency in two rigid discrete categories rather than on 
a continuum of institutional forms. 
VUe aspect of this study is ? ? ? examine the perceived distinctions 
between the structure of school and agency. An assumption is made that 
even if the institutional structures are perceived as similar,tensions 
would still prevail. Empirical experiences as well as sociological data 
indicate that inter-organizational ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? even among 1nsti-
tut10ns of simiJ.ar structural types are· complex and difficult to nourish 
and maintain. 
VI. Role Conflict 
It 1S hypothesized, by many educators and practitioners, that as 
a result 0.£ differences in organizational goals and structure between 
school and agency that the field instructor experiences role conflict. 
lMax Weber, "From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology," H·. H. Gerth 
and C. Wright MiJ.ls lTrans. and Eds.) (New York: Oxford university 
Press, J.964) , pp. i96-20]. 
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The nature of the conflict lies in the diverse role expectations for an 
agency supervisor and an educator of students. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is perceived 
as an arm of administration whose purpose is "to get the job done." 
Field instruction, in comparison, is viewed as being primarily related 
to student growth. 
In the opposition, those who argue that student education cannot 
be separated from service delivery, that practice skills must be tied to 
competency in providing a service, also view the separation between 
agency supervisor and student field instructor as a false dichotomy. 
Although the adherents of this position appear to be in the minority 
in the literature, they tend to be clear, eloquent writers who are welL 
respected members of the profession. 
The phenomenon of role conflict is certainly more complicated than 
is reflected in the social work literature. In keeping with the popular 
definition, Sarbin tells us that, "Role conflicts occur when a person 
occupies two or more pos1tions simultaneousLY and wnen the role 
expectations of one are incompatible with the role expectations of the 
other. ,,1 This defin1tion is based on the assumption tnat the conflict 
occurs when there are two clearly delineated set of role expectations. 
Tne writer suggests that such is not the case 1n the assumed conflict 
between "supervisor" and ·'educator." The agency's expectations of the 
school's f1ela instructor are as vague as tne school's expectations of 
the agency paid field instructor. It seems probable that this lack of 
specificity 1s due to the reluctance of each institution to place 
demands on employees of another organization • 
.Ll'heodore ::larbin, "Role Theory" in Gardner Lindzey (ed.) Handbook 
of Social Psychology, Vol. I (Cambridge, Mass.: Addison Wesley Publ1shing 
? ? ? ? ? 19j4), pp. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
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The notion suggested is not that there is an absence of conflict 
but that the conflict does not necessarily emanate from a "pull" 
between school and agency. Sarbin provides another causal alternative. 
"The degree of adjustment to roles ••• varies directly with the clarity 
with which such roles are defined ••• That such a state of affairs may 
lead to ineffectual. role enactments is a safe guess. A person must 
move caut10usly and uncertainly when role expectations of others are 
partly known or entirely unknown. Role-role and self-role conflicts 
are liKely to follow from ambiguous role expectations. ,,1 The· author's 
view is that this alternative provi"des a mor e logical explanation to 
the role conflict of field instructors assuming that one does exist. 
VII. Integration of Class and F1eld Teaching 
The dichotomy between the classroom and .field work portions of 
the curriculum is well documented in the social work literature. It 
is poin·ted 'out that historicalLy field work grows 'out of an apprentice-
ship model of learning wnile classroom teaching is akin to tne field 
of nigher·education; the implication being that field work is in some 
way training for a "skilled trade" rather than education for a profes-
sion. 
In the writing on the integration of class and field teach.ing 
it is not always clear what is meant by "integration." . Surely, it 
cannot mean making the two situations the same. By definition that 
would be impossible. Field' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is oriented to the individual 
student with an emphasis on the development of his or her practice 
lIbid., p. 2'/.7. 
j , , 
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skills. Classroom teaching focuses on the more general theories, 
concepts and approaches to practice. Even in social work method classes, 
principles and skills are extracted 'from individual student practice 
presentations and then generalized. 
Tnis writer would define integration as the interplay between 
theory and practice not a choice of either or an attempt to make one 
like the other {e.g., the "laboratory" idea of teaching practice in the 
school setting). In spite of much of the integration talk in the field, 
the school and the literature, discussions of this issue abound with 
arguments which demand a choice of one side or the other: theory versus 
practice, training versus education, technician versus professional 
person. The author suggests that just as the classroom teacher uses 
practice examples to bring the theory "to life, it so the fIeLd instructor 
must teach within some theoretical framework so that practice learning 
is not idiosyncratic. 
At times d1screpanc1es between class and field teaching reflect 
ideological differences such as: social action versus "clinical" 
practice, diagnostic versus functional. and so on. Oonflicts, however, 
become overt only when there are clear demands made by the school on 
the agency for what is to be taught in the field. The literature 
indicates that these expectations are rarely stated clearly if at all. 
Therefore, it is assumed that given clearer demands, more conflicts in 
the content of class and field teaching might be uncovered. 
Differences become visibLe through the most obvious linkages 
between the two institutions - the student and the faculty field advisor. 
The student raises questions about the d1sparities either in class, 
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supervision or both, thus exposing the conflict in ideology or content. 
I,n the relationship between, the field' advisor and the field instructor, 
conflicts lie dormant so long as ,tneir contact is minimal. If and when 
tney lleg1n to work more closely with each other, differences in method 
of working, ideology and mutual expectations, are brought into clearer 
focus. There are strong, divergent views on how intimate the relation-
ship between school and agency people ought to be. 
VIII. Agency versus School Control 
of Fie!d Instruction 
The struggle over who should control field instruction is mani-
fested in a variety of situations' in spite of tne' fact ? ? ? ? ? ? there is 
common agreement between faculty and agency peollle 'that the s'chool ' 
has primary responsib1lity for, and ultimate ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? over, the 
education of students. The issue of control emerges, distinctly in 
discussions related to tne preferred patterns of field instruction. 
At face value the ,scnool. sponsored Student Unit' solves the "control" 
problem by putting it squarely in the scnoo!'s nands. However, tnis 
can result 1n an obstacle to integration of an "outside" system into 
the life of the agency. Many times agency staff feel closed out aqd' 
respond by making "life difficult" ? ? ? ? the s,tudents and' their school' 
supervisor. This may take the form of not cooperating in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
ment of assignments or in the sharing of necessary information'. 
To complicate matters further, agencies often refuse to take 
control of the 'content of field instruction by leaving the accountability 
of the supervisor almost en tirely to the school lnot ? ? ? ? ? in the acho,o! 
sponsored Unit, but with their own employees as \tell}. Here, the 
supervis10n of the f1eld instructor is the key issue. If the school 
is then unable or unwilling to provide this supervision, tne most 
influential person in the field work experience is left on his own 
and becomes the sole determinator of the content of learning in the 
field. 
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Also related to the control of the field experience is the issue 
of what a student is expected to learn and on what level he is expected 
to perform in eacn of the four semesters of training. The questions of 
whether uniform standards for performance are possible and who should 
set them are other areas for exploration. 
The third and f1nal line of inquiry in this study 1s devoted to 
an investigation of those mechanisms which connect the school and the 
agency in their jOint task of educating students for the practice of 
social work. Although others have been suggested, the three major 
linkages remain tne student, the field 1nstructor and the faculty 
advisor. Questions related to intimacy and frequency of relationship 
between field instructor - faculty advisor, student - faculty advisor 
and, student - field instructor will be discussed. 
Since the major emphasis of this study is on an analysis of 
scnool-agency relationships, the venicles which connect the two are 
vital to any understanding of the partnersnip. The frequency and 
intimacy of linkage contacts is closely tied in witn the issue of 
control over field instruction. Field advisement patterns tend to 
reflect a SChool's philosophy of the degree of autonomy appropriately 
granted to a field 1nstructor and of now mucn control tne university 
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should have over the ,field work experience. Critiques of the role of 
the faculty advisor are rare in the literature on, social work education. 
Most substantive discussions of how frequently these faculty members 
should meet with agency p'eop1e or students occurs in meetings within 
individual schools and tends to vary'not Qn1y from school to school, 
'but from one Year to the 'next in the same school. it is hoped that 
this study will provide additional insights into the role of the faculty 
advisor as a major linkage to the field. 
The student is perceived by some educators and practitioners as 
the only true connecting "piece" between the classroom a1')d the field 
since ne alone has a "foot" in both settings. Many times the major 
source of information regarding ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? or field work 
assignment, is the student. The author questions whether the responsi-
bility for integ'rating class and field experiences ou,ght to be left 
primarily to the novi'ce, the lea mer who might not yet know the 
important issues to raise or demands to make. In this study, an 
attempt is made to identify with whom field and school people have the 
most contact and which connections bring school and agency closest 
together. 
It has been historically proven that tne faculty field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
is considered tne school's liaison person. Hased on the assumptions 
that relationships are affected by expec'tations and perceptions people 
have of each other, tne writer was interested in exploring views 
students and field instructors had conceming the advisor. Of particular' 
. concern was the assessment of relative status positions between field 
instructor and advisor as well as assessment of ability as educators, 
J _"" 
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practitioners and scholars. Also of interest wer2 perceptions of 
influence on the students education in both the field and the classoom. 
SUMMARY 
Social work, a service oriented ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? educates its 
practitioners" through the university and tne practice arena. The use 
of two separate settings necessitates an Understanding of the relation-
Ship existing between them. This study is a beginning exploration of 
this association. Beginning with a historical perspective of the 
development of the relationship between schoo! and agency this 
investigation will look at the notion of mutual need, strains and 
tensions and various linkage mechanisms. Also examined is the intimacy 
of the relationsnip as well as the impact each setting has on the other 
and on social work education generally. Throughout the study a special 
emphasis is placed on uncovering the perceptions the personnel in 
academia and the field of practice have of each other. It is felt 
that in order to provide quality education to future social work profes-
sionals more must be known about how the university and the social 




This study does not involve the testing of a particular hypoth-
esis or set of hypotheses. Rather it is an attempt to describe the 
relationship between schools of social work and their field placement 
agencies. The method utilized was survey analysis. The units of 
attention were three of the "actors" in the social work education 
enterprise: the students, the field instructors and the directors of 
field work in the schools studied. The relationship between school 
and agency was examined through an investigation of the perceptions 
of these three "actors." 
Data collection was carried out during the 1975-76 school year 
through the administration of two questionnaires (one to students and 
one to field instructors); face-to-face interviews were conducted 
with field work directors. Many questions were designed to be similar 
so as to permit comparisons among informants. Data analysis was 
first executed through a separate investigation of each type of in-
formant (i.e., student questionnaire, field instructor questionnaire 
and field work director interviews). This was followed by an effort 
to compare views across informants. 
The sample was'drawn from the six ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? schools of social 
work in the Metropolitan New York City area and their field work 
placements. The schools studied were: Adelphi, Columbia, Fordham, 
Hunter, New York University and Wurzwei1er (of Yeshiva University). 
Student Survey 
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Social work literature is replete with discussions by agency and 
school people regarding the relationship between academia and prac-
tice. It was felt that students, actively effected by both, would 
have something additional and different to contribute to this dialogue. 
Consequently, this study made a strong effort to solicit student per-
ceptions regarding the strains and gains of the association between 
schools of social work and field placement agencies. 
It was assumed that students would be in a better position to 
comment on their class and field experiences if they had already lived 
through a complete agency placement concurrent with school courses. 
First year students would not have had enough time to accomplish this, 
especially if questionnaires were distributed in the fall semester. 
In addition, unless field and class experience occurred at the same 
time, it would be difficult to assess and to bring into focus the 
phenomena of integration or conflict between both areas. 
Consequently, the sample was restricted to second year students 
who were asked to complete a questionnaire based on their first 
year's experience. One year residency students and B.S.W. graduates 
were not used because neither category fulfilled the prerequisite of 
concurrent class and field work for a complete year. 
A questionnaire was either mailed (four schools) or distributed 
in classes (two schools). Students were instructed to return the 
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questionnaire .in a stamped envelope or directly to the instructor in 
whose class it was distributed. Where ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was the vehicle of 
distribution all traditional second year students, except in the case 
of one school, received a questionnaire. In that school, a sample of 
100 was approved and they ? ? ? ? ? ? ? chosen at random. In classroom dis-
tribution the actual number of students enrolled in the school did not 
necessarily agree with the number siven the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? since .only 
students present on that particular day received the material. There 
was ne fellow threugh on absentees. 
The methed of distribution was chesen at the discretien of the 
field wo·rk <Jirectors. Two factors were usually censidered in making 
the decisien: the procedure least disruptive te the school and the· 
one insuring the highest student return. 
A ? ? ? ? ? ? .of 806 questiennaires were distributed during the 1975-6 
scheel year; 285 or 35.4 percent were returned. (Table 1 describes 
the distributien and return by scheo1.) Duete the modest return of 
questionnaires cautien needs to be exerted in generalizing the 
results of· this study te cover large numbers .of students. Hewever, 
it might be neted·that these results are in agreement with other sur-
veys .of student perceptions of field work. 
Data was e:rganized in the ferm of general frequencies and fre-
quencies organized by school. Altheugh similar in many respects, each 
of the six scheo1s studied reflected differences in size, age, criteria 
used for hiring faculty, field advisement patterns, curriculum, private 
or public. auspice, sectarian or nen-sectarian, and so on. For·this 
reason, frequencies were cempared by·schee1 in an attempt te examine 
the effect of school affiliation en the responses .of informants. 
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TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN OF STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES BY SCHOOL 
Number Number Percentage 
School Distributed Returned Returned 
Columbia 100 43 43.0% 
Wurzweiler 88 53 60.2 
Adelphi 124 30 24.2 
Fordham 216 75 34.7 
New York 
University 193 53 27.5 
Hunter ? ? 31 36.5 
TOTAL 806 285 35.4% 
Variation of responses of key variables was examined through testing 
the existence of significant differences in means of schools (F-test 
performed to determine statistical significance). 
In addition, an index on a "good" field instructor was developed. 
Multiple regressions were used to examine whether the Field Instructor 
Index was affected by such factors as the respondents' school, religion, 
age and marital status. Regressions were also employed to determine 
the effects of numerous variables on judgments about the quality of 
the placement as an educational experience. Finally, all question-
naire responses were analyzed according to the age of the student. 
·". I 
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Field Instructor Survey 
The names of all ? ? ? ? ? ? instructors in the 1975-76 school year 
were obtained from each school. A random sample of 50 people from 
each institution was chosen. Each person was mailed a questionnaire 
and asked to return it in a stamped, self-addressed envelope. 
A tota+ of 300 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were distributed--180 .were returned. 
A 60 percent rate of return was quite high for a "mail questionnaire" 
indicating active interest on the part of field instructors in this 
topic. (Table 2 summarizes the distribution and return by school.) 
Despite this high return, we ought to speculate about the remaining 
40 percent of the field instructors who did not complete the ques-
tionnaire. Allowing for some negative reactions to filling out ques-
tionnaires, or to this questionnaire in particular, this investigator 
suggests that the major deterrent to participation in the study was 
either a feeling that it wasn't an important enough issue to warrant 
giving it priority in a work load, or that it wasn't worth the effort 
since the relationship would essentially remain the same. If we 
'accept these suggestions, then we might·J1so assume that the field 
instructors that did respond tended to allot greater importance to 
. . this issue than those.that did not. Unfortunately, since there was 
no follow-up, no definite' conclusions can be reached. An observation 
might be made, however, that despite the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? dialogue in the field 
regarding field-school relationships, a substantial minority of the 
field people contacted in this study. seemed not to view this as an 
important enough professional ? ? ? ? ? ? to warrant their response'. 
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TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRES BY SCHOOL 
Number Number Percentage 
School Distributed Retumed Retumed 
Columbia 50 33 66.0% 
Wurzwei1er 50 31 62.0 
Adelphi 50 26 52.0 
Fordham 50 32 64.0 
New York University 50 28 56.0 
Hunter .2Q. ...1Q. 60.0 
TOTAL 300 180 60.0% 
An analysis was done of overall frequencies for the entire 
sample of respondents and, frequencies by school. The effect of the 
number of years of post master's experience on the field instructors' 
perceptions was also investigated. In addition an effort was made to 
determine other influences on respondents' views through examining 
correlations between certain variables. For example, did those field 
instructors who saw their relationship with the faculty adviser as 
close, also disagree that the goal of education and service were 
contradicto ry. 
... , , 
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Field Work Director Interviews 
In each of the schools, a specific faculty person was desig-
nated as the person "in charge" of field work. This person was in 
most cases referred to as the director of field work and the field 
work department even if the department consisted only of the one desig-
nated faculty person. 
Individual face-to-face interviews were held with each of the 
field work directors. They were seen as "key informants" occupying the 
unique position of having an active working relationship both with 
school faculty and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? personnel. As a result of being in this 
position it was hoped that they could provide ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? an'd ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
from both the school and the field. They ? ? ? ? ? also, ,however, viewed 
as faculty (the school paid their salary) and as such, their percep-
tions of issues in social work education" relationship between school 
and agency and so on, were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? reflections of other faculty 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? opinions. 
An interview guide was' used to insure some ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 'in ques-
tions and answers. Each person, however, chose different areas on 
which to elaborate making each contact understandably different 'in em-
phasis. All statistical data, (number of students, placement ? ? ? ? ? ?
cies, f,ield instructors, etc.) and organizational information on the 
school (curriculum, decision making process, field wO,rkdepartment, 
etc.) were obtained either from these interviews' or through, written 
material from the school. 
Comparative Analysis of Attitudes, 
Opinions and Perceptions 
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The final focus of the study was on determining the extent to 
which role (i.e., student, field instructor, faculty member) affected 
responses. This was done through a comparison of the frequencies of 
certain key variables elicited from the field instructor and student 
questionnaires. Field work director opinions were then used as fur-
ther commentary on the issues under examination. 
Student Sample 
A number of factors were used in order to analyze the student 
sample. These included: age, marital status, religion, ethnic 
origin, previous work experience, field instruction pattern in stu-
dent's placement and the number of students supervised by his/her 
field instructor. The compilation of these characteristics resulted 
in a profile of the "average" student respondent. 
Age. Students ranged in age from 21-60. The mean was 30.2 
years. Testing revealed that significant differences in the average 
age of students existed between schools (F-test = 5.974, df = 5, 
p = under .001). Adelphi and Fordham had the oldest average aged stu-
dent, Columbia the youngest. A summary of the mean age of students 
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Sex. Female students ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? males more than two to one. 
Of 284 total responses,'199 (70.1 percent) were female and only 84 
(29.6 percent) were male. One ? ? ? ? ? ? ? did not reply to the question. 
NYU had more females than any of the other schools (81.1 percent) 
, with Fordham showing the next highest number (72.4 percent). The 
other schools had 64-69 percent women. 
Marital status. 'Students tended to be either single (48.4 per-
cent) or married (42.4 percent) with only minimal nUmbers ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
into other marital categories (i.e., divorced, etc.). 
Religion. Some differences in schools existed. As might be 
expected, Fordham, a Catholic university, had the highest' percentage,'" 
of Catholic students (43.2 percent). Similarly, the respondents from' 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were 90.6 percent Jewish. In addition to Wurzweiler, "the 
students from two of the other ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were more than 50 percent 



















schools showing the lowest number of Jewish students (39.6 percent 
and 41.9 percent) also reflected the two highest percentages of those 
indicating "no religion." In other words, those respondents who are 
"not Jewish" are also not necessarily proponents of another religious 
group. 
Ethnicity. The student sample was 85.2 percent white (242 dif-
ferent students). Of the remaining 43 students, half of them (21) 
were black leaving only insignificant numbers for other ethnic groups. 
The highest percentage of black students in individual school samples 
came fromFordham (13.3 percent). All other schools had less than 
10 percent of their total who were black. On the other hand, two of 
the schools had over 90 percent white respondents, three had over 
80 percent and one had 74.6 percent. 
Previous work experience. Full-time employment prior to school 
entrance, was more common than part-time experience. A majority of 
the students (58.6 percent) had one or more years full-time experience. 
The average length of prior work time was a little under 2 years (1.9): 
16.1 percent had one year, 17.9 percent had 2 years, the remaining 
24.6 percent ranged in experience from 3-20 years. 
Substantial differences in the means of schools were found 
(F-test = 2.826, df = 5, p = .017). (See Table 4.) NYU, Columbia 
and Wurzweiler students were the least experienced (under a year and 
a half). Adelphi students showed an average of ? ? years prior ful1-
time experience. 
As indi·cated earlier, less students had worked part-time prior 
to entering school than full-time. A majority (55.17) had no part-
time experience at all. Of the 44.9 percent who had worked. the 
TABLE 4 
AVERAGE NUMBER· OF YEARS FULL-TIME EXPERIENCE . 
PRIOR TO SCHOOL ENTRANCE' 

















average length of time differed significantly according to school 
(F-test = 2.979, df = 5, p = ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (See Table 5.) 
Field instruction pattern. used in placement. More than 
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half the students (167 at' 58.6 percent) were placed in 'agencies where 
the agency-paid field instructor with 1-2 supervisees was' the . most' 
common pattern of instruction. Only 11' (3.9 percent) of the students 
in the sample came from agencies where· there were school units. 
However, 44 (15.4 percent) were placed where agency financed units 
operated. 
Number of students supervised by field instructor. Slightly 
under 70 percent of the sample (198 or 69.5 percent) were supervised 
by agency-paid field instructors with 1-2 students. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 40 
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TABLE 5 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS PART-TIME EXPERIENCE 
PRIOR TO SCHOOL ENTRANCE 






New York University 1.7 
Hunter 2.0 
TOTAL 1.7 
(14 percent) had field instructors with 3-4 students. Student respond-
ents were overwhelmingly exposed to the agency employee, non-unit type 
of field instructor. Only 35 students (12.3 percent) were in units, 
11 (3.9 percent) were placed in educational centers. 
Field Instructor Sample 
Background Information 
Age. Field instructors ranged in age from 25-69. The mean 
age was 40.5 years old, the median, 38. The largest number (76) fell 
between 25 and 35. This was slightly less than the majority of the 
sample (42.2 percent). Approximately two-thirds (6'8.9 percent) of the 
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sample were between 25 and 45 years of age. The following table shows 
exact breakdown: 
TABLE 6 
AGE BREAKDOWN OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR SAMPLE 
(N = 180) 
Age Number Percent 
25 - 35 76 42.2 
36 - 45 48 26.7 
46 - 55 38 21.1 
56 - 69 18 10.0 
TOTAL 180 100.0 
Sex. The sample was heavily female which might reflect the sex 
breakdown in the field of social work as a whole. 
TABLE 7 
SEX BREAKDOWN OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR SAMPLE 
(N = 180) 
Sex Nwnber . Percent 
Male 72 40.0 
Female 108 60.0 
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Marital status. The majority (60.6 percent) of the sample were 
married. Those who were separated, divorced or widowed totaled 
16.6 percent, single people equaled 22.8 percent. A majority (55.6 per-
cent) indicated that they had children. 
Religion. Exactly half of the entire sample were Jewish, with 
Protestants (18.9 percent) being the next most frequent religious 
group. (See Table 8 for complete breakdown.) Some differences existed 
among the field instructors from different schools. The Wurzweiler 
sample had the highest percentage (80 percent) of Jewish field instruc-
tors, with Hunter (60 percent) the second highest. Fordham (21.9 per-
cent) and Columbia (2l.2 percent) had the most Catholics. Columbia 
(30.3 percent) and NYU (25 percent) had the greatest number of 
Protestants. Of those respondents indicating "no religion" (13.9 per-
cent of total) only 3.2 percent of the Wurzwei1er sample fell into 
this category as compared with 21.2 percent of the Columbia field 
instructors. 
TABLE 8 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS BY RELIGION 
(N = 180) 
Religion Number Percent 
Catholic 24 13.3 
Jewish 90 50.0 
Protestant 34 18.9 
None 25 13.9 
Other 4 2.2 
No response 3 1.7 
TOTAL 180 100.0 
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Ethnicity. The sample was predominantly white ? ? ? ? ? ? percent). 
Black field instructors (12.2 percent) were the second highest. Al-
though there were some differences among schools, no institution had 
less than 69 percent white respondents with four schools having per-
centages over 80. The Columbia sample reflected the highest percentage 
of black field instructors ? ? ? ? ? ? percent) with Fordham second highest 
(15.6 percent). There was only one Puerto Ricatl in the sample •. The 
following table summarizes the ethnicity of the field instructor 
sample. 
TABLE 9 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND 
(N =.lBO) 
Ethnic Group Number 
White 145 
Black 22 
Puerto Rican 1 
Native American 6 
Asian 2 
Other 1 












Educational background. Almost 100 percent were MSWs (only 
1.1 percent indicated no MSW) with 71 percent having additional ac-
creditation. See Table below. 
TABLE 10 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 
(N = 180) 
Education Percent 
MSt-l 96.1 
Masters in other field 13.3 
Post-Masters courses 40.6 
In process of doctoral work 6.1 
Doctorate completed 1.1 
MSW concentration. The majority of the sample were trained in 
casework (53.9 percent). Group work ran not too close a second with 
21 percent. Community organization claimed only 7.8 percent of the 
total. Eleven point one percent (11.1) indicated a multiple major in 
graduate school. A total of 2.8 percent were trained in administra-
tion, policy, planning or other concentrations. 
Experience. Field instructors had worked an average of 2.6 years 
full time prior to receiving their MSW. Full-time post-MSW experience 
ranged from 0 to 38 years (mean = 10.4, median = 8). The majority of 
the sample had from 0-10 years full-time experience (65.6 percent). 
.. ? ? . .. 
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Workers in the field more than 20 years constituted only 10.6 percent 
of the sample. The following table identifies the number and per-
centage of field instructors according to length of full-time ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
expe rience • 
TABLE 11 
·FULL-TIME POST MSW EXPERIENCE OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N = 180) 
Years of 
Experience Number Percent 
0 5 54 30.0 
6 - 10 64 35.6 
11 - 20 43 23.9 
21 - 30 14 7.8 
31 38 5 2 •. 8 
TOTAL 180 100.0 
. \ 
. Job category and years of experience in present agency. Respond-
ents were employed by·their present agency from less than one year 
until 27 years. The overwhelming majority (85.6 percent) had worked 
i 
from 0-10 years with most of those (57.8 percent) employed five years 
or less in their current Agelley. 'ftIe mean number of years was .. 6.2. the 
median five (5). 
The ·three most common job classifications were direct practi-
tioner, top agency administrator (i.e., Executive or Assistant Executive 
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Director) and combination of administrative and direct practice respon-
sibilities. Next in frequency were those who identified themselves 
as "supervisor" (10.1 percent) or "Department Head" (11. 2 percent). 
All other positions were listed by less than five percent of the 
respondents. (See Table 12 for detailed picture.) 
TABLE 12 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' BY JOB CLASSIFICATIONS 
(N = 180) 
Agency Position Number 
Direct practice 40 
Top administrator* 43 
Department head** 20 
Supervisor 18 
Combination administrator 
and direct practice 36 
Planner 4 
Agency unit supervisor 4 
School student supervisor 6 
Other*** 8 
TOTAL 180 












**E.g., director of social service department. head of particular 
department such as older adults or teens, etc. 
***Includes a few psychologists, researcher and consultants. 
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Field Instruction Data 
School affiliation. The perception· of field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? directors, 
influenced by a study done for the schools in 1974, was that only 
seven percent of the total number of field instructors supervised for 
more than one school. Contrary to these findings and perceptions, 
the respondents in this· sample tended to supervise for more tt._n one 
school. A high percentage of 62.8 percent indicated affiliation with 
two or more schools. In each school, less than 10 percent of the· 
field instructors supervised only for.that school. 
In responding to the questionnaire field instructors were asked 
to answer in terms of the school .referred to in the introductory 
letter. Although they seemed to comply with this (comments made on 
differences if they were to answer for· another school) ·we cannot rule 
out the fact that their perceptions of·a particular school are influ-
enced by their affiliation with other schools. For example a 
definition of a close relationship between field instructor and field 
adviser might change in comparison to what is found with another ad-
viser in another school. Exposure to different altematives makes one 
more discriminating in evaluation and analysis. 
Pattem of field instruction. The agency-paid field instructor 
was the most common form of field instruction utilized. In a question 
asking respondents to check all the forms used in their agencies, 
73;9 percent lis.ted the traditional agency supervisor (1-3 .students) ; 
24.4 percent indicated agency financed units (4-6 students). Even 
though more than one structure could be chosen it·is still clear that 
in at least 74 percent of the agencies in which respondents worked, 
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it was the agency that assumed financial responsibility for educating 
students in the field. 
Number of students supervised. The sample in the study revealed 
that the "traditional" field instructor (1-2 students supervised by 
an agency employee) was still most common • • • 76 percent of the 
respondents fell into this category. Another 14.4 percent supervised 
3-4 students making a total of 90.4 percent who could be classified 
as traditional (less than unit size) field instructors. 
Agency responsibilities. Almost 100 percent of the sample 
(175 or 97.2 percent) had agency responsibilities in addition to field 
instruction. Ninety percent (162) felt they were major. Better than 
half the respondents (68.9 percent or 124) felt responsibilities did 
not interfere with student supervision. 
Whether or not a field instructor ought to have major or minor 
agency responsibilities revealed some ambivalence. About half 
(52.2 percent) felt that major responsibility should be for agency 
service. Yet 62.2 percent also felt that a field instructor's major 
responsibility ought to be for student supervision. Regardless of 
whether respondents perceived that agency responsibilities interfered 
with field instruction or whether they felt they should have only 
limited responsibility for agency service, a high 87.2 percent (157) 
did not believe that a field instructor ought to supervise students 
exclusively. 
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The Schools of Social Work 
As indicated, this study utilized the six schools of social 
work in the Metropolitan New York area: Adelphi, Columbia, Fordham, 
Hunter, NYU and Wurzweiler. . The schools exhibited a varied picture 
in terms of student enrollment, years of,existence.practice concen-
trations, pattern of field instruction, number of placements and 
field instructors, and pattern of field advising. Interviews with 
field work department directors provided the data presented in this 
section. 
Student enrollment. Using enrollment ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as ·an indicator 
of school size, Columbia is the largest and Wurzweiler the smallest. 
Three of the schools admitted graduates of BSW programs and experi-
enced people (one-year residents)· to the second year. The others 
reflected "typical" first and second year. student enrollment. The 
following table gives a detailed breakdown by school. Statistics in 
the second year are for "traditional" second year students. One year 
residents and BSW graduates are not shown in the table. 
NUmber of field instructors and placements. Based· on calcula-
tions for all the schools, there was an average of 1.4 students per 
field instructor ( Student N = 2338, Field Instructors N = 1640 -
one-year residency and BSW students included). In spite of the fact 
that Columbia reported 17 school units and 14 agency units and Adelphi 
emphasized the "educational centeri the overall ratio of, student to 
field instructor indicated that the traditional pattern of 1-2 students 
per supervisor remained intact for this school sample. 
TABLE 13 
1975-76 STUDENT ENROLLMENT BY SCHOOL 
School 1st Year 2nd Year 
Columbia 271 292 
\.Jurzweiler 107 88 
Adelphi 133 124 
Fordham 204 216 
New York University 155 195 
Hunter 160 133 
*Plus 135 students from BSW programs and experienced people; 
Total = 392. 
**Plus 36 one-year residency students; Total = 386. 









There was an overall average of two students per placement 
(Student N = 2338, Placements N = 1158). This plus the low number of 
students per field instructor (1.4) indicates that there were many 
instances in which field instructors and agencies accepted only one 
student. This was contrary to the clear bias of schools for mUltiple 
placements (at least two students per agency). 
The higher number of field instructors than placements (1640 to 
1158) demonstrates the fact that in some agencies there was more than 
one supervisor. (See Table 14 for detailed summary of field instruc-
tors and placements by school.) 
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TABLE 14 
1975-76·NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS AND FIELD INSTRUCTORS BY SCHOOL: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF STUDENTS PER PLACEMENT AND FIELD INSTRUCTOR 
Number Number of Number of 
of Nwnber of Students Students School Place- Field Per Per Field 
ments Instructors ·Placement Instructor 
Columbia 262 274 2.1 2.1 
Wurzweiler 83 137 2.4 1.4 
Adelphi 275 460 1!4 0.9 
Fordham 178 250 2.4 1.7 
New York 
University 124* 290 3.1 1.3 
Hunter 236* 229 1.6 1.7 
TOTAL 1158 1640 1.4 2.0 
*Some agencies with branches are counted as one agency. 
Curriculum major concentrations. It is interesting to note that 
each of the six schools had its own unique quality in providing prac-
tice concentrat·ion options to students. Although in reality what is 
taught in "methods" classes might be similar ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of school, ·in 
structure there seems to be more difference than uniformity. 
TWo of the schools, Columbia and NYU operated on the two track 
.. 
system separating direct practice (i. e., casework, group work and 
certain types of community organization) from poli·cy, planning and/or 
administration. A point of departure was· both in the titles each 
school attached to the tracks and in the area(s) to be studied. NYU 
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offered a "major" in "psychosocial treatment" or "administration" 
(the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was dropped in May 1975 leaving only one area of study). 
Columbia students could enroll in Concentration I (integrated social 
work practice) or II (policy, planning and organization primarily 
with large constituencies). At NYU, two generic social work practice 
courses were offered in the first year to all students, regardless of 
track. In the second year, students are required to take a course 
each in individuals and families and group methods. This was followed 
with an elective in one practice method. At Columbia, four generic 
social work practice courses were offered (two each year). However, 
"generic" was separated by concentration. 
In addition, Columbia provided for a small number of more ex-
perienced students a third concentration in the second year which 
combined the material from the other two concentrations. There was 
little crossover, in either school, from one area to another. 
Generally this was discouraged. 
At Wurzweiler, students majored in casework, group work or 
community organization for the two years. Four methods classes in a 
chosen concentration were required with the possibility of electives 
in other areas. Changing from one major to another was not permitted 
unless the student started over again with the beginning practice 
courses in the new method. Social work values were viewed as generic, 
social work skills were perceived as method related (i.e., casework, 
etc.). 
Adelphi offered neither a two track system nor a tripartite 
method curriculum. In the first year, all students took two generic 
practicum courses. In the second year, one course was required in 
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casework, group work and community organization. Students could also 
take additiona:l electives in any of these methods. 
Fordham also provided two generic practice courses to all first 
year stude·nts. In the second year, a major in one of three areas was 
required:· Micro (individuals, families and groups), Mezzo/Mac·ro 
(policy, planning and.organization) or Research. 
Hunter developed the most elaborate structure of the six schools. 
Students choose to concentrate in one of five "modules" (fields of 
practice): (1) Education, (2) Family and Children, (3) Social health 
(medical, psychiatric hospitals), (4) Social Integration (addictive 
services, cor.rection, etc.). (5) World of Work and Vocational Rehabili-
tation. Within each module students elect a major method (i.e., 
casework, ? ? ? ? ? ? work, community organization or administration). 
This outline of the "method" curriculum in the schools revealed 
fluctuations in the emphasis on the "generic" and "specific" in 
social work education. Hunter seemed to operate on the premise that 
substantive knowledge of particular fields of practice is needed and 
must be supplied by the school as well as the method, helping skills. 
On the other hand, those schools stressing the generic practice 
courses seemed to say that these are·most important and that they can 
be adapted to specific fields. Consequently, in our sample, "The 
Schools" cannot be perceived as monolithic in the traditional "generic-
specific" argument with the field. 
Student method affiliation. In those schools offering a cho.ice 
the majority of the· students were enrolled in the direct practice area. 
In cases where more specific methods were given, casework attracted 
the highest number of students, group work the next highest with 
community organization, administration and research sharing the 
lower positions in that order. 
Summary 
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This study is an attempt to describe the relationship between 
schools of social work and their field placement agencies through 
examining the perceptions of students, field instructors and direc-
tors of field work in the six graduate schools located in the 
Metropolitan New York City area. Questionnaires were distributed to 
all traditional second year students and a random sample of field 
instructors. Individual interviews were conducted with each of the 
faculty members responsible for field work in their respective 
schools. 
Various methods of data analysis were employed including: 
responses organized by frequencies according to student, field instruc-
tor and each one's school affiliation, multiple regressions to determine 
effects of certain variables on student perceptions of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of 
their placements and their view of the field instructor. Student 
age and field instructor's professional experience were also 
examined as possible factors influencing the responses of the study's 
sample. 
CHAPTER III 
THE· SCHOOL AND FIELD PLACEMENT AGENCY: HISTORICAL, 
PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 
History of Social Work Education: 
The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Components 
The history of social work education parellels·closely the 
history of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? work practice itself. In the period before 1898 when 
volunteers .delivered services in social agencies they were given train-
ing in the methods and.procedures of working with ·the needy. With paid 
. workers replacing the volunteers·. the New ·York Cha:rity Organization· 
Society in 1898 developed a summer training program for agency workers 
based on an apprenticeship model. In 1904 this summer training course 
grew into the New York School of Philanthropy with an introduction of 
a one year educational program containing theoretical underginnings to 
the practice experience. (This school later became the New York School 
of Social Work and in 1962, the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? University School of .Social Work.) 
By 1919 fifteen Training Schools had been developed causing the 
formation .of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of Training Schools, an early predecessor 
of the Council on Social Work Education (1952). Social agencies played 
a significant role in this formalization of education for practice. 
Many of the established programs were developed and largely 
supported by private welfare agencies to meet the purpose 
of preparing personnel for specific agency assignments. 1 
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In 1927 the Association of Training Schools became the American 
Association of Schools of Social Work with a primary function of 
formulating and maintaining educational standards. By 1932 schools 
had developed a curriculum of at least one academic year encompassing 
both class and field work. 
During the early period of social work education there was con-
sistent movement towards university affiliation. In spite of this, 
however. about one-third remained independent programs associated with 
social agencies. This $trong "hold out" for practice agencies as the 
locus for social work education ended in 1935 when the American 
Association of Schools of Social Work ruled that only programs estab-
lished within institutions of higher education accredited by the 
Association of American Universities could be accredited by the 
Association of Schools of Social Work. 
This mandate for university affiliation was perhaps provoked by 
a study on social work education done in 1931 by James Haggerty (The 
Training of Social Workers). One of the recommendations of the study 
was that field work not be considered part of the graduate curriculum 
but as a non-credit program held during vacation time and supervised 
by social work teachers. 2 Haggerty saw the "state of the art" of 
lL. Diane Bernhard, "Education for Social Work," Encyclopedia of 
Social Work. 17th Edition, Vol. 1, 1977, NASW, Washington, D.C., p. 290. 
2Werner Boehm, "Education for Social Work: Studies," in 
Encyclopedia of Social Work, 17th Edition, Vol. 1, 1977, NASW, Washington, 
D.C •• p. 302. 
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social work as a "craft in which expertness is acquired primarily 
through practice or supplemented by some schooling •••• "l The "university 
mandate" might be a response to this criticism of the social work field ••• 
an attempt to move from "craft" to "professional'.' status. 
By the close of the thirties, social work education was firmly 
implanted in the university structure and the academic environment. 
Acceptance of schools in the American Association of Schools of Social 
Work had as a condition of membership the requirement that there be. a 
two year graduate program leading to a masters degree. In spite of the 
recommendations of the Haggerty study, field work remained an integral 
part of social work education. 
In 1942, Bertha Reynolds. in her classic work, "Learning and 
Teaching in the Practice of Social Work,". discussed the indespensible 
quality of field work in the education of neophyte social workers. 
Learning an ? ? ? ? ? which is knowledge applied to doing something 
in which the whole person participates, cannGt be carred on 
solely as an intellectual process, no matter how clearly and 
attractively subject matter is presented ••• As progressive 
educators have pointed out, unless ? ? ? ? ? ? is opportunity to 
practice its use,. there is invariably a \gap between knowing 
a thing and being able to do something ? ? ? ? ? it ••• 2 " 
••• as we think of learning in dynamic terms, instead of 
assuming that knowledge is stored and can be drawn .upon 
at any time, we are concerned that practice shall be 
immediate and related to living use, and that content shall 
be continuously tested"and modified by what is found in· 
experience. We have called social work an art, by virtue 
of its application of knowledge to practical problems in the 
field of the inter-relationships between human beings and 
their life situations and have seen •.• that practice should 
not only. accompany. but be interwoven with theory.3 
lIbid., p. ? ? ? ? ? (Quote is from Haggerty's original study)' 
2Bertha Capen Reynolds, Learning and Teaching in the Practice of 
Social Work, 1942, 1964 (New York: Russell and Russell Inc.), p. 69. 
3Ibid ., pp. 136-137. 
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Reynold's statements clearly highlight the basic beliefs which 
underlie the arguments in favor of continued relationships between 
social work schools and service providing agencies. Throughout the 
history of formal social work education these assumptions have been 
periodically reiterated by both educators and practitioners. The 
learning and teaching of practice competence was usually seen as 
taking place in "the field." In 1934-35, a sub-committee on field 
work of the Committee on Curriculum of the American Association of 
Schools of Social Work, stated that, "Field work should take place in 
social agencies where service is the primary function rather than in 
agencies developed for research or teaching purposes ••• l 
In the 1950's, as social work education took on greater formal-
ization, Grace Coyle emphasized the reciprocity of knowledge and 
practice experience. She asserted: 
We of all people can accept the fact that learning is 
not an intellectual process alone. The making of a 
professional requires, of course, that inspiration and 
activation process by which 'being' and 'feeling' find 
in 'doing' their appropriate and effective outlet ••• 2 
In the late fifties Tyler discussed theory and practice teaching 
as the two aims of graduate professional education .•• 
lElizabeth Payne, "The Need to Extend Field Work Facilities." 
Paper presented at the 26th Annual Meeting of American Association of 
Social Work in 1945. (Chicago, Illinois. (Mimeo)) p. 59 ••• Reports on 
1934-35 Committee studying curriculum. 
2Grace Coyle, "The Role of the Teacher in the Creation of an 
Integrated Curriculum," in Source Book of Readings in Teaching in Social 
Work, Council on Social Work Education, New York, 1964, p. 14. Also, 
in Social Work Journal, Vol. 33, no. 2, April 1955, pp. 73-82. Article 
originally presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association 
of Schools of Social Work, New York, February 1952. 
In the education of the graduate student both theory and 
practice are important. The student needs experience both 
in the field and in the university. Practice without theory 
to get beneath the surface is chaotic and haphazard. Theory 
without the check of practice becomes pure speculation. 
Practice is needed to identify problems and to specify the 
conditions under which they must be solved. Theory is needed 
to give unity and meaning to possible ways of attacking the 
problems. Theory suggests alternative. solutions. Practice 
provides a check on ? ? ? ? validity of these solutions and thus 
on the adequacy of·theory;l 
In an elaboration of the necessity of a "theory - practice" 
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focus, Tyler identified the difference of emphasis between professional 
schools and academic departments of universities. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
school graduates a practitioner who provides some service to others. 
His competence is judged by the quality of the.· ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? he renders. . The 
competence of the academician "show up in ? ? ? ? .intel1ectual pr04ucts -
his writings. his techniques of investigation, his methods of analysis ••• ,,2 
Hence. the academic department's. focus on the "knowing" and the pro fes-
sional school's emphasis on the use of knot171edge to "erform some 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to others. 
In the sixties, Ruth Gilpen referred to theory and practice as a 
"single reality". There are, according to her, two distin.ct parts of 
the social work educational structure, the professional school and the 
practice agency. The work of educators is to bring these two parts 
together. To the question, "Can the two· ever be closely integrated"? 
Gilpen answers: 
1Ralph Tyler, "Scholarship and Education for the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in 
Source Book of Readings in Teaching in Social Work, CSWE, New York, 
1966, pp. 7-8. Originally presented at the Annual Program Meeting of 
Council on Social Work Education in 1959. 
2Ibid., p. 5. 
••• For many educators and social workers for whom the 
logical anstlTer is indeed no, the empirical answer is 
yes. They find in experience that the two parts do 
somehow come together ••• 1 
The spontaneity inherent in real life situations requires a 
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worker who feels, who responds intuitively and emotionally. Educators 
and practitioners continually question whether the knowledge piece of 
social work education stifles the creativity of worker responses. The 
sixties witnessed the birth of a strong movement antagonistic to 
"credentials" and supportive of the "feeling", "doing". "active". 
advocate worker. Like Gilpen, William Schwartz advanced the notion of 
knowledge and practice responses as a unified, con,cept embodied in the 
same worker: 
From our experiences we can testify that there are 'knowers' 
who cannot help anybody and there are 'feelers' who cannot 
put their feelings to use in the service of people. Ultimately, 
both cognition and affect must be transmitted into ways of 
listening and responding, and it is these operations, consis-
tently reproduced, that represent the educational ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in 
any profession. 2 
An unpublished doctoral dissertation of the mid sixties supported 
Tyler's contention that professional schools are "in business" to 
produce practitioners whose competence is evaluated by their ability to 
deliver' services to others. 
lRuth Gilpen, Theory and Practice as a Single Reality. An Essay 
in Social Work Education (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1963). p. 5. 
2William Schwartz, "The Classroom Teaching of Social Work with 
Groups: Some Central Problems," in A Conceptual Framework for the Teaching 
of the Social Group Work Method in the Classroom. (New York: Council on 
Social Work Education, 1964), p. 6. (Also referred to in Soffen, Faculty 
Development in Professional Education, New York, CSWE, 1967). 
The goal of social work education is to produce knowledgeable, 
.competent ••• social ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Students cannot become this 
unless they are ab1e to· integrate what they have been taught, 
unless they understand the relationship between theory and 
practice,- unless they can apply theory to practice and realize 
that theory can evolve from practice ••• l 
••. Why ? ? ? ? practice been continued as an essential part of 
social work education? Simply because the ultimate test of 
this education is not whether the student can state the 
concepts and understand theory but rather whether he can 
adequately carry otit the helping, enabling functions of 
social work. The final test is thus not conceptual but 
practical ••• 2 
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In·the late sixties Betty Lacy Jones restated the need for social 
agencies as partners in the social work· education enterprise: 
.•• Since most social services a.re provided under insti-
tutional agencies, field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? requires the 
participation of social agencies and" host institutions. 
Learning to practice social work can only take place in 
the field. Locations in which students are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to 
discuss their practice may vary, and learning other than 
methods of practice takes place in the field. Nei"ther the 
location of discussions nor the other. learning should be 
confused ••• with the essential element of. field "instruction. 
The practice activity that tests out and acts to integrate 
the whole of professional education and from which emerges 
the beginning professional practitioner. 3 
During the same time period Kindelsperger in discussing schools 
and practice agencies .proclaimed that" ••• our relationship is ? ?
fundamental as to be reasonably described in terms of a condition ·for 
survival of social work ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? •••• 4 
1Elizabeth Grover, Field Work Teaching of New Emphasis in Social 
Work Curriculum Content in Areas Other than Primary Method, (unpublished 
Doctoral Dissertation, Columbia University School of Social Work, 1964), 
p. 212. 
2Ibid ., p. 6. 
3Betty Jones (editor), Current Patterns in Field Instruction in 
Graduate Social Work Education, 1969, CSWE, New York, p. XI. 
4Walter Kindelsperger, "Observations from·a Social Work Educator," 
in Potentials and Problems in the Changing School-Agency Relationships 
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In the seventies the recurrent theme of the position of 
importance of practice and social agencies in the education of social 
work students is still being verbalized. Werner Boehm in the early 
part of the decade commented: 
Typic"ally in social work education, community agencies 
participate in the educational process by providing field 
experiences for students ••• Without this participation and 
the not inconsiderable contribution by the agencies of 
staff time, space and other resources, social work education 
would, for all practical purposes, be inoperative because 
testing out and applying knowledge in practice situations 
is essential for the development of competence and skill. l 
As we approach the end of the seventies the same familiar points 
continue to be made •••• 
Since the primary purpose of professional education is 
preparation for practice there is an intrinsic bond 
between education and practice in social work •.• and 
such involvement has long been accepted as a joint 
professionalobligation •••• 2 
Relationship Between School and Agency ••• 
Class and Field Work 
Despite the belief that practice is vital to social work 
education the relationship between schools and service agencies has 
historically been perceived by both parties as having its ample share 
of problems. Kay Dea, in analyzing the collaborative process in 
undergraduate field instruction programs commented upon the discrepancy 
in Social Work Education, 1967, Mimeo. Council on Social Work Education, 
p. 6. Emphasis in the original. 
l\o1erner Boehm, "Education for Social Work," in Encyclopedia of 
Social Work, "16th Edition, Vol. No 1, 1971, National Association of 
Social Worker, New York, pp. 268-69. 
20p. cit., Diane Bernhard, p. 298. 
between what "should be" and "what is" in the association between 
practice and education. 
Unfortunately, the long history and rich tradition of 
field experience in social work education has not 
automatically resulted in close coordination and 
cooperation between our campuses and field agencies. 
Toa large extent the ideal cooperative relationships 
between campus and field have been explicated better 
in theorY than in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ••• l 
Arthur Leader, speaking from the vantage point of practice 
presented a similar evaluation of the nature of the interaction 
between school and agency: 
There is no doubt that the school-agency relationship 
with respect to education for practice continues to be 
a most complicated, controversial·, and troublesome· 
area ·of mutual concern. Over the ? ? ? ? ? ? the literature, 
with its repeated references to problems.and gaps in 
communication, makes this clear. There are many 
exhortations and pleB:s for betJ:er c91ilmunication w.ith 
·the understandable implication that opportunities for 
more discussion would somehow improve the state of 
affairs. 2 
From Leader's statement one might infer that a closer, more 
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conflict free relationship between .school and agency is a primary goal 
which can be accomplished through more frequent contacts. ·Other writers 
accept the strain of conflict as "normal" ••• as something· to be taken 
into account but not something that could or should be drastically 
altered. 
Bernhard feels that "mutual dependency and accountability have 
created the usual mixture of cooperation· and tension· associated with 
lKay Dea, "The Collaborative Process in Undergraduate Field 
Instruction Programs," in· Undergraduate Field Instruction Programs: 
Current Issues and Predictions, Wenzel (editor), CSWE, New York, p. 51. 
2Arthur Leader,. "An Agency's View .Toward Education for Prac dee, " 
in Journal of Education for Social Work, Vol. 7, no. 3, Fall, 1971, p. 27. 
all close kinship relations."l Litwak and Hylton, sociologists, 
suggest that the 
••• conflict between organizations is taken as a given 
in interorganizational ·analysis, which starts out with 
the assumption that there is a situation of partial 
conflict and investigates the forms of social interaction 
designed for interaction under such conditions ••• The 
elimination of conflict is a deviant instance and likely 
to lead to the disruption of interorganizational relations 
(i.e., organizational mergers and the like).2 
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If we accept the premise that conflict is always present in inter-
organizational relations then we must also view school-agency inter-
ac tions on a "continuum 0 f conflic t." The problem then changes from 
finding methods of eliminating conflict, to identifying the causes of 
strain and developing mechanisms of coordination which make optimal use 
of the energies of .each institution in carrying out their joint task of 
social work education. 
Throughout history the relationship between schools and agencies 
has been heavily influenced by the perceptions regarding connections 
between theory and practice, field and class instruction and field and 
class curriculum. Although educators, practitioners and students have 
traditionally placed a high value on the learning of practice skills 
through a supervised field experience, there is still no uniform 
agreement that field work can ever truly become integrated into an 
academic curriculum. 
lOp. cit., L. Diane Bernhard, p. 298. 
2Eugene LitlITak and Lydia Hylton, "Interorganizational Analysis: 
A Hypothesis on Coordinating Agencies," in Administrative Science 
Quarterly, March, 1962, p. 397 (emphasis mine) 
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As social work education became more entrenched in universities 
of higher education classroom content was subjected to consistent 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and change. This emphasis on theory grew out of social 
work's desire to maintain and advance its recently acquired status as 
a profession. Even today it is regarded by some as a "semi-profession". 
A profession, according to Tyler ••• 
••• bases its techniques of operation upon principles 
rather than ••• simple routine ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? For an occupation 
to be a profession it should involve complex tasks which 
are performed by artistic application of major principles 
and concepts rather than by routine operations or skills. l 
Tyler differentiated between a skilled trade and a profession 
in the, following manner: 
, , 
In the early days, surgery was not really a profession 
but a skilled trade. Certain skills, such as those used 
in bone setting, were 'transmitted 'from one generation of 
surgeons to another, and the surgeon learned largely as , 
an apprentice how to carryon his trade. t-lith the develop-
ment of the basic medical sciences like anatomy and' 
physiology, it became possible to gain a more fundamental 
understanding of what was involved ••• , so that a surgeon 
with adequate scientific background was able to adapt his 
particular procedures to the specific condition surrounding 
a given case. 2 
The comparison to social work education is obvious. Medicine, 
however, seems more ready to accept the unity of knowing and doing 
in education. Social work, on the other hand emphasizes the "deep 
lying nature of the dichotomy",3 the repetitive issue of whether 
academic standards can be applied to field work. 
lRalph Tyler, "Distinctive Attributes of Education for the 
Professions" in Source'Book of Readings in Teaching in Social Work, 
CSWE, New York, June 30, 1952. 
2 ' Ibid., p. 3. 
3Ernest Hollis and Alice Taylor, Social Work Education in the 
U.S. - Report of a Study made for the National Council on Social Work 
Education (New York, Columbia University Press, 1951), p. 230. 
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In 1940 the American Association of Schools of Social Work 
reported on the neglect suffered by field work in the formalization 
of social work education. This neglect was attributed to the fear 
that social agencies would stop providing placements for students 
if schools attempted to exert any control and, to the non-routinized 
aspects of most practice situations which defied standardization 
attempts. The Report reads: 
Field work has often escaped the rigorous scrutiny 
given to other courses due to the dependence of 
schools on social agencies for the provision of field 
work units, instructors and supervisors ••• 
.•. Although accepted as an essential part of the curriculum, 
field work has, in contrast to other courses, occupied an 
anomo10us position ••• lf we continue to describe the conent 
of field work as 'elusive' we will continue to try to escape 
from our responsibility as educators for defining the essential 
minimum content •.. and we will continue to use a vague and 
highly individualized standard of integrated knowledge and 
performance against which to measure the field work progress 
of students. l 
In spite of the plea enuniciated in this Report for greater 
"control" of field instruction by the educational institution the 
basic dilemmas continued to exist. tVbere does the responsibility 
for content and standard setting in the field lie? Can and should 
the school be the determining influence? Is the field instructor 
to be accorded the same academic freedom, regarding to1hat is taught in 
his "subjectll , that the classroom teacher enjoys? 
In 1945, at an annual meeting of the American Association of 
Schools of Social Work the quandary of the schools at that time was 
described as follows: 
1American Association of Schools of Social Work Sub-Committee 
on Field Work, 1940-41. Report by Florence Sytz, p. I and p. 3. 
There has long been some difference of opinion among the 
schools concerning the des.irability of assuming full 
responsibility for field work instruction in the same way 
that it is assumed for classroom instruction. Some prefer 
this, others advocate ? ? ? ? ? it might be acceptable or perhaps 
even more desirable ·to place students under the supervision 
of agency staff members. l 
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In the late forties the Hollis and Taylor study on social work 
education accentuated the differences between field work and class 
work which needed to be taken 1nto consideration in curriculum 
planning. The study stated· that" ••• historicaliy they evolved from 
very different educational traditions. Field instruction has its 
roots in an apprenticeship type of.education, while ·classroom 
instruction has its roots in the traditions of American higher 
education ••• " .2 
The Hollis and Taylor study identified 4ifferent educational 
content in ? ? ? ? ? ? and field. From their writing we· may infer that 
they would attribute this dissimilarity to the tradition in education 
from which each came • 
••• classroom courses usually center on concepts that 
constitute the body of social work knowledge and they 
tend to be taught so as to establish principles and other 
forms of generalization·. that are useful in giving order 
and meaning to the particulars of social work experience ••• 
The field ••• centers too largely on specific knowledges and 
skills related to the practice of social work. 3 . 
In spite of the dichotomy noted, the authors rejected setting 
up special field facilities where educators would.have more control 
and could better resolye the field curriculum. They indicated that 
lAmerican Association of Schools of Social Work ••• Administrative 
Problems in Field Work, 1945 (mimeographed), p. 72 • 
. 20p. Ctt., Hollis and Taylor, .p. 231. 
Jrbid., p. 231. 
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" ••• such facilities might become atypical of social work practice ••• "l 
Still, like the 1940 Sub Committee on Field Work, the Hollis and 
Taylor study advocated that "schools need educational control of the 
independent field facilities that they use ••• "2 
In 1964, a little more than 15 years past the completion of the 
Hollis-Taylor study, a conference was held on Block field instruction. 
Once again the question was raised of developing a unitary approach to 
social work education. Was it the responsibility and capability of the 
school to bring the field and class experiences together in a truly 
educational partnership. The school people attending this 1964 
Conference identified two types of relationship between educational 
institution and placement agency: 
•.• a laissez-faire attitude toward field instruction 
based on trust in the agency's capacities to carryon 
its educational responsibilities with minimal direction 
from the school as to the content and conduct of field 
practice ••• 
and 
••• a continuing responsibility to chart the direction 
of field instruction, both in the definition of 
appropriate learning experiences and the evaluation 
of the field instructor's performance ••• 3 
It might be noted here that the literature abounds with material 
on the issues of strain between school and agency. Huch less attention 
is devoted to an investigation of the partnership itself ••• what does it 
look like •.• who is it with ••• is there a junior cl.nd senior partner in 
lIbid., p. 233. 
2Ibid ., p. 233. 
3Excerpt from: Conference on Block Field Instruction, January 
1964, Sponsored by CSWE - Representative from all schools with Block 
field instruction, p. 7. 
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decision making ••• who makes decisions about what. Any discussion of 
field work is apt to touch on the "partnership" questio.ns such as 
control, reciprocal demands.and expectations, accountability, closeness 
to each other, distance apart and so on. 
In the early 1970's Kay Pea elaborated on the field instruction 
patterns which have emerged traditional1y.l Although the focus of 
his work is on undergraduate social work programs, the similarities 
to the problems of graduate education are obvious. :Dea identified five 
different patterns of relationship between schools and agencies around 
student education. TheY are: 
1. University directed programs which consider only minimally 
agency needs and objectives and have the advantage of safeguarding 
what the school intends. Communicatiqn·comes from the school to 
the agency. 
2. Parallel Programs are characterized by little or no communi-
cation between school and agency. The agency agrees to take students 
and is then left on its own. The student\ is expected to integrate 
class and field learning.· "Although this pattern is not ·accepted by 
educators as a sound way to provide field instruction, it often 
emerges informally as a solution to pressures resulting from the 
overuemanding time schedules of both the· university and agency staff 
involved. "2 
3. Agency directed programs are those in which agencies take 
students and are then left to make decisions on their own. In that 
toP. cit., Kay Dea, "The Collaborative Process ••• ", pp. 54-55. 
2Ibid ., p. 55. 
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sense they are similar to parallel programs. They differ in that 
adequate contact between school and agency does exist. The direction 
of the communication is from agency to school. 
4. Mutually directed programs in their pure form are 
"characterized by the collaborative involvement of both agency staff 
members and university faculty members in curriculum development."l 
It is in this model that joint committees are formed and ongoing 
contacts are developed. Unfortunately, as Dea laments, 
Although this pattern is superior to the other three, 
it has traditionally been limited to the defining of 
formal structures and relationships regarding one 
another's educational responsibilities which in turn 
remain distinctly separate. 2 
Consequently, the collaboration develops within a narrow sphere which 
"separates and compartmentalizes student learning experiences into 
two worlds--the field and the classroom.,,3 
5. Transactional model is proposed by Dea as the most effective 
one. He advocates school and agency people crossing over into each 
other's world. 
This pattern requires a true partnership ••• then traditional 
roles of field instructor and university .•• instructor will 
'blur' with more formal teaching occurring in the field and 
additional experiential learning ••• present in the classroom. 4 
This pattern accepts ,two notions, one that not all teachers are 
effective practitioners and vice versa and; two that there is little 
possibility that either one would achieve an effective level of 
lIbid., p. 56. 
4Ibid., p. 57. 
2Ibid., p. 56 (Emphasis mine) 3Ibid., p. 56. 
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functioning in the other's area. Based on these assumptions each 
would cross over into the other's role thus providing opportunities 
for using each in the area of their greatest expertise. A division 
of tasks according to competency would then take place. A serious 
shortcoming to this pattern is that areas of competence could change 
? ? ? ? ? each field and class person" resulting in an absence of consistent 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and responsibilities. Dea himself 
identified the fiscal, academic, philosophical, role, political and 
community restraints mitigating against the success of this model. 
It remains therefore only a theoretical abstraction. 
It is not clear where the Unit and Educational Center structures 
would fit in Dea's classification. If Units were placed in the 
"university directed" ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? would be viewed relatively 
negatively by Dea. Yet, advocates of unit teaching present this 
structure as one which could insure high level teaching, greater" 
accountability to the school, higher and clearer standards for the 
field instructor and so ? ? ? ?
Since the purpose of this study is not to evaluate the different 
types of relationships cited above, suffice it to observe that a 
variety of associations have been adopted. The choices have many 
times been made on the basis of factors other than what is considered 
most effective (i. e., finances", availability of placements, job load" 
of "faculty and agency personnel etc.). 
In "the 1970s Rothman and Jones provided another framework for 
looking at school-agency relationships. They examined the degree of 
integration between class and field content and identified four 
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possible arrangements: 
"1. Class and field integrate. The student has an opportnity 
to try out theory in practice in a direct and systematic way. 
2. Class and field supplement each other ••• The classroom, 
for its domain, provides general theory, and the field, in its 
sphere, offers specific skills and develops professional self-
discipline ••• The two are different but they reinforce each 
other in providing what the student needs to engage in the 
practice of the profession ••• 
3. Class and field are unrelated. The two give different 
things to the student ••. 
4. Class and field are in conflict .•• not only does the 
student learn different things ••• but these are at odds with 
one another."l 
Field Instructor as Educator - Teaching 
the Practitioner to Teach 
Regardless of the type of relationShip between school and agency, 
it is usually the field instructor who is the primary point of contact 
for the student and the school. It is the field instructor who helps 
the student to use the field experience in order to learn. In this 
respect our similarity to the medical profession is pointed out by 
Sidney Berengarten, an expert in the area of field work. 
Colleagues in the medical school say that the mentor who 
exercises the most profound influence on the medical students' 
emerging professional identity is the clinical professor ••• In 
social work education •.• the Field Instructor is the closest 
to the student in action, in feeling, in thinking and in 
behaving. 2 
lJack Rothman and Wyatt Jones, A New Look at Field Instruction -
Education for Application of Practice Skills in Community Organization 
and Social Planning, 1971, CSWE and Association Press, New York, p. 44. 
2Sidney Berengarten, "Educational Issues in Field Instruction in 
Social Work," Social Service Review, Vol. XXXV, no. 3, September 1961, 
and Field Instruction in Casework - A 5-Year Agency-School Demonstration 
project Co-sponsored by Jewish Guild for the Blind and Columbia Uni-
versity (References are to page numbers in latter), p. 83. 
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This central position of the field instructor has resulted in 
a great deal of speculation about his competency as an educator. 
. . 
This issue has been seen as par.ticular1y important since the most 
prevalent pattern of field. instruction is still the traditional one 
where the person is an agency paid practitioner. 
Berengarten enunciated the position that field. instruction is 
a different assignment for a worker than practice related tasks • 
••• The transition from practitioner to field teacher involves 
a dif.ferent use of· knowledge and reorientation to .concept and 
theory. Thus the field supervisor must be given help to 
become the educator or teacher who imparts knowledge and 
skills conceptually. He no longer can demonstrate his own 
knowledge and skill l,>y doing. He must instead explain and 
educate others to know and do. · •.• 1 
Aleanor Merrifield, a field instructor from the School ·of 
Social Service Administration of the University of·Chicago shared 
her view that: 
The shift from practitioner to educator is a complex one ••• 
Selection must be related to established criteria for 
assessing the individual's interest in and potential for 
the educational role ••• The field instructor·must have a 
thorough understanding of ••• educational concepts regarding 
learning patterns and teaching methods ••• ; he must have some 
supervisory help ••• in order to make educational diagnosis 
and teaching plans; he must have help in learning to use 
the specifics of the case and the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the student-
instructor relationship to general.ize to the underlying 
principles ••• 2 
lIbid., pp. 85-86. 
2Aleanor Merrifield, "Changing Patterns and Programs in Field 
Instruction,"· from presentation at the Sixteenth Annual Institute 
of Field and Class Instructors at .. Atlanta Universicy S·chool of Social 
Work and the North·Georgia Chapter of NASW, Atlanta, Georgia, ? ? ? ? ? 4, 
1962. Published in Social Service Review, Vol. 37, no. 31, September, 
·1963, p. 278 •. 
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The attempt to differentiate the skills of practice from the 
skills of teaching is related to the effort to distinguish between 
social work education and apprenticeship training. Berengarten 
cautions that field instruction must be, " ••• teaching by principle 
and not by rote, as in apprentice training ••.• "l 
The establishment of the uniqueness of field instruction was 
also sought through attempts to distinguish it from staff supervision. 
This notion was developed in the Boehm Curriculum study: 
The agency is used primarily to provide the student with 
an educational experience, and not as a means of helping 
the student to render service as a staff member. 
This conception ••• clearly distinguishes between the role 
of the field instructor and staff supervisor. The staff 
supervisor helps the worker to implement the agency program 
on behalf of the client. The field instructor helps the 
student use the agency program for his own learning •.. For 
the worker, the agency ••• exists to give service; for the 
student the agency program exists ••• to help him learn skill. 
In the process, of course, service is rendered. 2 
HcGuire, in her study of the group work field instructor, 
concluded that it is " .•. specious to belabor differences. Of more 
importance ..• is the evidence of serious, purposeful, efforts to 
heighten the teaching aspect of field work ..• 3 
lOp. cit., Berengarten, p. 86. 
2Werner Boehm, "Objectives of the Social t%rk Curriculum of the 
Future," Vol. I of Curriculum Study, 1959 CSWE, New York, p. 154. 
3Rita McGuire, The Group Work Field Instructor in Action 
(Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Columbia University School of 
Social Work, 1963), p. 12. 
" , 
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Reynolds makes two vital pOints on this subject. She cautions 
against ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? hew teachers, to become preoccu-
pied with the need to teach, the " ••• almost irresistible need to 
demonstrate his command of subject matter by reciting it." I 
Secondly, she stresses the generic skills of the practitioner and 
"the educator to unleash the creativity of' the' client or student 
rather than tell him what is "right ". She suggests that: 
: .• a supervisor has opportunity for the same skills 
that a caseworker uses in drawing out what a person 
knows but cannot mobilize for action at the moment. 2 
In addition Reynolds persists with the accent on generic skills and 
generic process: 
The process is not essentially different from that which 
occurs in casework, and supervision.', Our interest .•• is 
to see how to keep preoccupation with, subject matter from 
blinding the teacher to the active responses of living 
persons •.• If' the teacher wants, most not to display knowledge 
or to justify his being there but to reach them they will 
teach him almost at once how to teach them something •.• When 
the focus of attention is on the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? well 
nourished in the subject to be taught, can find for them the 
concentration points of subject matter which are relevant to 
their needs. 3 ' 
To Reynolds the shift from practice to education 'is not a change 
in fields. Rather it is the application of sound practice sk111s to 
the educational situation. ' "The first principle, of supervision. ? ? ? ? ?
she tells us, " ... is akin to the first principle of casework: In 
everything build up the client becomes,' in everything build up the 
worker. Neither 'client nor worker will grow by having problems solved 
lOp. cit., Bertha Reynolds, p. 306. 
2Ib id., p. 294. 
3Ibid., pp. 314-15 (Emphasis in original) 
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for him ••• Both can use skilled help which increases their strength 
rather than their weaknesses."l 
In a project initiated by the Council on Social Work Education 
to study issues, problems and alternative approaches to faculty 
development the professionals involved agreed in part with Reynolds 
when they concluded that: 
.•• certain skills are associated with all professional 
behavior. The transfer of skills is readily accomplished. 
That there is a generic base in the social work and 
educational processes should not be minimized ••• 2 
On the other hand, although not necessarily negating the previous 
statement, the Project staff advanced the opinion that, 
.•. a good practitioner may become a good teacher. but 
he is not a good teacher merely by virtue of the fact 
that he has been a good practitioner. The orientation, 
the skills, the 'know how' are different .•. 3 
Throughout the report of this Council on Social toJ'ork Education 
Project on Faculty Development, Soffen, the Chairman, stressed the 
fact that there was no differention in the discussions between 
classroom and field teachers. The vehicle through which the teaching 
component is developed or learned is open to different perceptions • 
.•. some feel that component is accounted for by knowing 
about, and learning to value, educational foundations, the 
psychology of learning, or the methodologies of ••• teaching 
and evaluation. Others believe firmly that preparation for 
the teaching component cannot be satisfied except through 
'learning by doing' under extremely competent and consciously 
planned supervision. 4 
IIbid., pp. 288-89. 
2Joseph Soffen. Faculty Development in Professional Education 
(New York: Council on Social Work Education, 1967), p. 67. 
3Ibid., p. 67. 4Ibid., p. 41. 
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Almost twenty years prior to the Soffen Project Hollis and 
Taylor warned· that in ·the selection of faculty it 
••• wou1d be equally disastrous for extremists in either 
camp to have their way. At the moment, schools of social 
work are believed to be suffering ·from a plethora of 
faculty members who ? ? ? ? practitioners rather than educators 
and •• ? ? ? ? ? are transmitting little more than the 'doing' side 
of narrow fields of practice. But the remedy is not ••.• in 
increasing academic respectability. through replacing these 
'practical' people with academicians who have all the earmarks 
of scholarship·but who lack functional •.• usefu1ness in the 
field of social work. l 
The importance of integrating, rather than choosing between, the 
knowing and dOing, the thinking and feeling aspects of our profes-
.sion.is again emphasized. 
A literature review reveals that the. "theory versus ·practice" 
issue is not restricted to a tension between field instruction and 
classroom teaching. Rather, it pervades the general educational 
concerns of the social work graduate school. The issue of teaching 
social work practitioners to "teach" has been grappled with for 
both class and field settings. One might antiCipate greater tension 
in the notion of "teaching the field instructor to teach" ? ? ? ? ? ? he . 
or she is usually not an integral part of the educational institution. 
Yet. we might suspect an equal amount of anxiety on the part of 
classroom instructors if we accepted the thesis discussed by Soffen 
that " ••. the teaching component cannot be satisfied except ••• under 
extremely competent and consciously planned supervision."2 
Very few class or field people would quarrel with the need for 
new instructors to acquire additional substantive content. This 
lOp. cit., Hollis and Taylor 
20p • cit., Soffen, p. 67. 
view is explicated clearly in the Soffen project when it is con-
cluded that both the field and school teacher needs more than 
practice experience, or at least a greater emphasis on the 
theoretical frameworks in which practice operates. l The strain 
occurs in the "how to" aspect of teaching. 
The President's Commission on Higher Education (1947) con-
cluded that, 
College teaching is the only major learned profession 
for which there does not exist a well-defined program 
of preparation directed toward developing the skills 
which it is essential for the practitioner to possess. 2 
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Reynolds stated unequivocally that "the teacher needs as much 
as any student the guidance of a supervisor of this teaching.,,3 
On the subject of the supervision of teachers, Charlotte Towle, 
like Reynolds, is a proponent of this position: 
It has been a great misconception that, since teaching is 
creative, each instructor must be a law unto himself in a 
world of his own making. This is an 'art for arts sake' 
concept which has no place in professional education ••. 4 
••• To become something ••• other than a practitioner need 
not be a chance development through a slow trial-and-error 
process, if the new instructor can be given and can take 
the experience of his seniors through help focused on his 
function as a teacher ••• 5 
Towle, in agreement with the Soffen faculty development study, 
makes no distinction in her discussion of field or class instructors: 
lIbid., p. 59. 
2I bid., p. 29. 
30p • cit., Bertha Reynolds, p. 84. 
4Charlotte Towle, The Learner in Education for the Profession 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1954), p. 341. 
5Ibid., p. 336. 
Field work ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? like classroom instructors, are 
generally experienced ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ••• they likewise must 
become teachers, and today this need "not be "a chance 
development if the new supervisor can be given and take 
help ••• l 
? ? ? ? question then arises as to who provides this supervision 
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of teaching to the field instructor, especially the one employed by 
and accountable to the agency. 
Berengarten states that it is the school's responsibility ••• 
•.• to actively assist the field instructor and the training 
agency to develop ••• skill in teaching "methodology. The media 
best designed for such development are seminars for beginning 
and experienced field instructors, orientation meetings, 
workshops, and the faculty-field advising role. 2 
Towle describes the differing perceptions of the schools regard-
ing this "responsibility". Her description is as widely accepted 
today as it was in 1954: 
There is variation in practice among schools in the amount 
of help given the individual supervising students ••• and in 
the faculty's conception of the process. In some schools 
it is envisaged as consultative help which the supervisor 
seeks as ? ? ? ? needs it. It thus becomes focused" on problems 
as they arise. In other schools it is set up as regular 
individual supervisory sessions, in which the supervisees 
proce4ures and practices are reviewed and evaluated 
systematically with a view to giving help throughout the 
prevention of "problems. 3 
This writer's own experience as an agency field instructor with 
" three New York City schools of social work revealed that although 
similar linkages were used in relating to agencies, they were 
operationalized differently. Meetings for field instructors were 
lIbid., p. 347. 
2op ." cit., Berengarten, p. 90 
"Jop • cit., Towle, p. 351. 
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held by all schools but their frequency and content varied ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
All acted out a responsibility. especially with new field instructors, 
for teaching the skills of student supervision by providing seminars. 
The method of teaching varied from use of weekly supervisory "process 
records to discussions of how students learn and the more common 
incidents that might be anticipated in work with students. 
This personal experience, supported by fellow colleague prac-
titioners also disclosed that all schools assigned a faculty liaison 
person but the frequency and content of discussion was quite varied. 
The impact of the schOOl on the agency seemed to be most influenced 
by the skill of the faculty liaison person rather than on the school 
from ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? he came. Thus, the ongoing relationships between field and 
school people tended to be highly individualized rather than reflecting 
any formal institutional arrangements. The role of the faculty liaison 
person has been perceived by some educators as quasi-supervisory in 
relation to the field instructor. Others put greater emphasis on the 
assessment of students' skills and problems, meeting periodically with 
the supervisor to assess progress and offer suggestions. In the 
former the focus is on teaching the supervisor how to teach; in the 
latter it is on helping the supervisor understand the student better. 
Each without the other is of course only half the job, yet schools do 
choose an emphasis. 
Agencies, like schools. present a varied picture of their 
perception of "who teaches the supervisor to teach?" Four points of 
view have generally been enunciated: (1) The experienced practitioner 
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needs no supervision because it creates dependency; (2) Supervision 
is a creative process which when done well unleashes the creativity 
of the supervisee thus making him more secure and independent; (3) 
It is the agency's responsibility to supervise· its worker around 
teaching as it is around all other aspects of his work; (4) It is 
the school's responsibility. 
The question of supervision of practitioners has often been 
bitterly debated among social workers. The issue of who supervises 
or teaches the practitioner to become an educator is.a cause of 
strain in the agency-school relationship. When the school does take 
the responsib·i1ity for field instruction standards or demands on the 
field instructor this·is many times interpreted by the agency as an 
infringement on its territory. 
Dana and Houk caution that, 
Tension may occur between schools and agencies when the. 
demands impl tcit in standards are applied to field 
instruction and thus impose some judgement and control 
by the school, of agency practice. Indeed, probably no 
one change in educational stance has ierved more to 
accentuate the inherent differences b tween education . 
and.practice than ••• efforts to bring ield teaching ••• 
more firmly within an educational framework. l 
Boehm contends that without demands on the agency, and in 
particular the field instructor, the students' learning·would be 
substantially diminished. He states ? ? ? ? ? the 
••• absence, in school, of explicit standards of field work 
performance ••• presents diff.iculty on the part of agency-:-based 
field instructors to adhere to them because their primary 
IBess Dana and Mary Houk, "A Summary of Common Concerns and 
Curren t Tensions" in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Agency Relationships, .p. 3. 
service orientation makes it difficult, at the same time, 
to maintain an orientation to education. l 
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A historical review reveals the constant concern of the school 
for the quality of field instruction. Berengarten discussed the need 
for field instructors to integrate new theoretical concepts as well 
as teaching methodology.2 He further alluded to the resistance of some 
field instructors who viewed differently the material they needed to 
teach. 
The literature reflects the strain between school and agency 
when demands are made on field personnel from an institution other 
than their own. However, we also see differences of opinion among 
educators as to how stringent demands ought to be. Similarly, 
practitioners disagree on the.need for supervision of experienced 
workers even if the supervisor is from their own agency. We might 
therefore conclude that these issues result in strain not only 
between school and agency people but also among educators and prac-
titioners within their respective settings. 
Definition of Agency 
Since the usual contact of schools and agencies occurs around 
field instruction, social ,yorkers have conunon1y equated the field 
instructor as synonomous with "the agency". This relatively narrow 
perception has caused some educators and practitioners to suggest a 
lOp. cit., Boehm Curriculum Study, p. 158. 
20p. cit., Berengarten, "Field Instruction in Casework" .•. p. 88. 
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broadening of the definition of agency. Illustrative of this view 
are the following opinions of an educator 'and an agency executive: 
Representatives of local agencies indicated that, on the 
operational level, communication between school and,agency 
tended to be limited to contacts between field instructor 
and faculty advisor around educational planning for 
particular students. There was general agreement that the 
true partnership •.. imposed the necessity for a ••. system of 
communication that facilitates the involvement of the total 
agency ••. in the educational program of the agency ••. l 
And in a similar vein ••• 
One of the greatest problems, that we have felt is the strain 
in relationship ••. and the inadequate communication between 
schools and agencies. We are not, speaking of the individual 
field work supervisor. but rather of the executive staff of 
the agency with school personnel and of the Board and school 
personnel. 2 
Also supportive of the view to broaden ? ? ? ? network of agency 
re1ationsl:lips. Pins and Girisberg .commented that. "The total agency 
will need to become involved in providing meaningful field learning 
experiences rather than' leaving ? ? ? ? responsibility to a staff' member 
who has been designated as the field instructor.,,3 
Dana, in a summary of a 1966 conference involving agency staffs 
and educators, reported on the prevailing attitude of enlarging' the 
agency-school network to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? " .•• agency executive, board ••• and .•• 
lSess Dana, "The Role of National Agencies in Stimulating the 
Improvement and Expansion of Field Instruction Resources," in 'Field 
Instruction in Graduate Social Work Education:, Old Problems and New 
Proposals, Counci,l on SocialWork Education, 1966, p. 61. 
2Morris Levin, "Perspective on Field Work Placements in the Jewish 
Community Center," in Conference Papers (mimeo) of the Annual Conference 
of N.A.J.C.W., 'Philadelphia, 1965, p. 13. 
3Arnulf Pins and Leon Ginsberg, "New Developments in Social Work 
Education and their Impact on Jewish Communal Service and Community 
Center Work," in Journal of' Jewish Communal Service, Vol. XLVIII, No. 1 
Fall 1971, p. 66. 
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staff .•. field instructors, deans, classroom faculty, field adviser ••. "l 
Strains in Agency-School Relationship 
Thus far we have looked at the broader areas of tension between 
school and agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? mutual demands, lines of communication, control 
of field instruction, etc.). Now is perhaps the opportune moment to 
examine some specific issues causing strain in agency-school relation-
ships. The viability of these tension provoking issues becomes clearer 
when viewed within the historical perspective of the development of 
social work education. As such they can be seen as embodied in 
traditional concerns rather than as isolated "complaints". 
Rothman and Jones in their recent book on Field Instruction in 
Community Organization and Social Planning reviewed the stresses 
between the school and the field ••• 
Field instructors report that they have insufficient 
information about academic subject matter, and classroom 
teachers are often skeptical of certain practices and 
learning experiences in the agencies ••• Differences in 
intellectual backgrounds and outlook of academic faculty 
and field instructors account in part for different 
emphasis and lack of integration, but structural factors, 
such as physical distance between school and field, 
inadequate communication procedures between the two, and 
different functional demands in the two spheres of activity, 
also contribute to the gaps and confusions. In addition, 
faculty tend not to have recent experience in the newer 
programs and practices .•. 2 
Arthur Leader,3 a family agency executive suggests that the 
split between school and agency grows out of myths. false assumptions 
lOp. cit., Dana "The Role of National. .", p. 62. 
20p. cit., Rothman and Jones, p. 43. 
30p • cit., Leader, "An Agency's View ••• 
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and stereotypes of each other. Two common stereotypes are: the 
"ivory tower, removed . from· practice" educator and the "unthoughtful, 
unscientific, unwordly technician." 
Leader diagrees with Rothman and Jones and all those who 
adhere to the· position that the split is.due to the different 
functional demands of the two institutions,namely, the dichotomy 
between service and education. On this point he states, 
.•. there is no inherent conflict in maximizing education 
through service. Not only is there no conflict, but the 
best kind of education flows from the thinking, feeling 
and action that is anchored in service ••. whoever has an 
educational role with a student, whether in field or 
school, should carry within ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the embodiment ·of an 
integrated (practice and. theory) person. l 
The Boehm 1959 Curriculum Study, on the other hand, finds 
that supervisors receive their mandate from agency ·goals which place 
the primary emphasis on service rather than education ••• 
Field teaching is still largely done by agency supervisors 
who have only a nominal connection with a school of social 
work and whose primary function is to provide services to 
clients rather than to educate·another generation of social 
workers. Most schools are moving in the direction of using 
more regular members 0 f the facul ty for field teaching ••• 2 
Earlier, . the Hollis arid Taylor curriculum study· suggested tha·t 
" ... the most feasible way to strengthen and extend field teaching 
facilities is for university and agency boards to co.ntro1 to make 
budget arrangements which will enable schools of social work to employ 
field work teachers ••• ,,3 
lIbid., pp. 29-30. 
20p. Ci t ? ? ? Werner Boehm. 1959 Curriculum Study... p. 232 •. 
3 . 
? ? ? cit., Hollis and Taylor, p. 234. 
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Julius Samuels is representative of educators who feel that 
student units provide the vehicle for focusing on educational issues 
while keeping the student in a real agency setting: 
... what is probably of the greatest importance is that 
units provide the field instructor with an opportunity 
to keep the educational focus clear. He can focus on 
educational goals with relatively little encroachment 
and distraction from administrative, supervisory, 
programmatic or miscellaneous demands. l 
Levin is illustrative of those practitioners who believe that 
good student supervision requires a field instructor who is part of 
the service of the agency: 
••• The problem of having effective unit superV1S10n needs 
to take into account that ••• from the point of view of agency 
accountability for service and .•• so that the student may get 
a better learning experience, the field work unit supervisor 
needs to have administrative accountability for those aspects 
of program in which his students are functioning. 2 
Manis, looking at social work education •. internationally 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that the" •.. contribution to the organization is secondary 
to the professional growth of the student.,,3 
Dana and Houk recognize a difference in goals but see this as a 
positive factor: 
••. the educational branch of the enterprise derives its 
structure and functional responsibilities from the mandate 
to teach, while practice is governed by the mandate to serve. 
Acknowledgement and acceptance of the differences inherent in 
the respective 'charges to practice and to education may well 
pave the way to the dynamic use of difference in serving the 
common cause. 4 
lJulius Samuels. "The Jewish Community Center as a Field Work 
Placement: From the Perspective of a Graduate School," in Conference 
Papers - Annual Conference of N.A.J.C.W., Philadephia, 1965, p. 15. 
20p. cit., Morris Levin, p. 7. 
3Francis Manis. Field Practice in Social Work Education: Per-
spectives from an International Base, Fullerton,Calif: Sultana Press, 1972 • 
. 40p • cit., Dana and Houk, p. 2. 
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Kay Dea ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that, "the coordination of a training program 
related to two administrative ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and two sets of organizational 
objectives'hasfrequently resulted in a breakdown of communication 
and ina confusion of roles."l 
The view that there is no inherent conflict in, organizational 
'goals of service and education has also been'eloquently expressed in 
the literature. Jones,- for 'example, commented ••• 
In the field students learn how 'to do' through carrying 
responsibility for delivery of a 'social service .•. Extra,-
class experience can serve many educational purposes ••• but 
experiences such as serving as clinic ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for under- .-
privileged,children or as friendly visitor or observer of 
a mental hospital, while offering ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? learning experiences 
in work with people do not constitute the practice of social 
work or the delivery of social services. 2 
, Ruth Smalley too, sees no antagonism between the goals of 
education and service .•. 
Social work education still accepts, and must always accept ••• 
a primary obligation to prepare for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? •. It 'is the field 
placement which must always constitute not the locus for the 
student to apply his knowledge," but the opportunity to develop 
skill in, giving a service. The difference is crucial. ' ,In the 
first instance, the clients, the agency, the community are 
means to the ,student's end of becoming a professional social 
worker. In the second instance they remain ends in'themselves 
and it is in'learning to serve them with helpfulness, skill 
and accountability that the student becomes a social worker • 
••. It is the requirement to give service which motivates the 
student to acquire tbe knowledge and ••• skill necessary to do 
it rather than to rely solely on the motivation of his own 
professional development for his learning ••• 3 
lOp. cit., Kay Dea ,p. 51. 
20p. cit., Betty Jones, p. XI in Introduction. Emphasis mine. 
3Ruth Smalley, Theory for Social Work Practice (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1957), pp. 296-297. 
," 
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Bertha Reynolds argues that the agency supervisor provides the 
best type of student education because the experience is real and 
not emanating from an artificial structure such as a unit with only 
an educational goal. Consequently, she too, believes that the best 
kind of education is through learning to deliver service in a real 
agency. She comments: 
••• the social agencies in which field practice is carried 
on are real agencies serving the community and not able to 
make training their major function. Suppose they could be 
endowed as training centers ••• we see at once how false such 
an education would be. Students •.• if they are to have an 
experience that is real in any sense the situation must be 
actual situations and .•. not shaped exactly to training needs ••• 
•. . Educationa1ly, if the training unit is a foreign body in the 
agency, there is lost the fine sense of good administrative 
relationships which students need to acquire. To belong and 
to have responsibilities to the agency ••• are essential to a 
maturing professional growth. Moreover, if there is an idea 
that supervision alone can make a good training experience 
it does not stand up in fact .•• 1 
Reynolds further suggests that rather than put money into units, 
a school ought to "put what funds it has for supervision into building 
up whole agencies that have promise for training rather than to delay 
this development by setting up separate and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? -of 
instruction." 2 Thus she introduces the notion of school responsibility 
for raising the level of agency practice. As ? ? ? ? have seen from the 
review of history this idea has been translated primarily into education 
for the field instructor. 
lOp. cit., Bertha Reynolds, "Teaching and Learning ••• ", pp. 140-
141. 
2Ibid., p. 142. 
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Little about increasing the quality of agency practice has 
found its way into the literature. One might assume that if put into 
effect this notion would most likely result in a great deal of tension 
in the school-agency relationship since there is an element of "judging" 
involved. What is important to take from the Reynold's position is 
that ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is effe"cted by more than the field iristructor; that a 
school's relationship with an agency should be more than contact with 
a field instructor and; that service and education are and should be 
tied to each other. 
Generic-Specific Debate 
As we proceed in taking inventory of issues causing strain in 
school-field relationships we arrive at the one which has been 
verbalized the most, namely, the generic-specific debate. Boehm 
provides a clear statement of this problem: 
Perhaps the key area of contention does result from 
differences in mutual expectations and ideology. 
Agencies may expect schools to train for specific jobs 
and to prepare students with skill to engage in specific 
tasks upon graduation, whereas schools need to focus on 
generalized problem solving approaches ? ? ? ? ? that a graduate 
of the school will be in a position to work in a variety 
of fields of practice and agency programs rather than in 
just one. l 
Alex" Rosen's reply to criticism by Jewish agencies that social 
work schools were not responsive to their needs also highlighted the 
generic specific dialogue. 
lOp. cit., Boehm, p. 269. (Curriculum Study) 
It seems clear that schools of social work have neither 
the talent nor the responsibility to teach the student the 
relevant cultural and psychological aspects of the Jewish 
community. This is the in-service training responsibility 
of the Jewish Center itself or of any other practice agency 
with ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? cultural problems in its client population. 
The challenge to the schools is to provide a broad generic 
base ••• in which this additional knowledge can be harmoniously 
integrated. 1 
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Gold and Pins, too, lamented the lack of specificity in social 
work education. They report that: 
••• recent group work graduates ••• do not have the needed 
knowledge. attitudes and skills when they begin their 
employment in group service agencies •.•. Executives and 
supervisors frequently complain that the new graduates 
are not adequately prepared for the tasks they must 
assume •.• Simi1arly new workers frequently express 
frustration at being asked to assume functions for which 
they.were notttained, and at not being given the oppor-
tunities to practice what they were taught ••• 2 
Ralph Garber of Rutgers provided a humerous, yet accurate, 
picture of the generic-specific struggle as it may relate to the 
field instructor ... 
It must sound like a familiar refrain to all of us to 
re-engage in the discussion of 'generic-specific' and it 
can almost be sung that 'education is generic and practice 
is specific', We have required, if we are to operationalize 
che dichotomy, that a field instructor with acrobatic agility 
has one generic foot in the school of social work and the 
other specific foot in an agency setting. The distance between 
the two is to be bridged over his (hopefully) live body ... 3 
lAlex Rosen, "Critical Issues in Professional Preparation for 
the Field of Jewish Communal Service," Journal of Jewish Communal 
Service, Vol. XL. No.3 (Spring 1964), p. 278. 
2Bert Gold and Arnulf Pins, "Effective Preparation for Jewish 
Community Center Work," Journal of Jewish Communal Service, Vol. XXXIX, 
No.2 (Winter 1962), p. 129: 
3Ralph Garber, "The Field Instructor's Responsibility to his 
Field of Practice," Conference Papers. Annual Conference of National 
Association of Jewish Center Workers, Washington, D.C., 1966, p. 177. 
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Social work literature is replete with references dealing with 
the agency's pressure fo"r increased "f.ield of practice" teaching and; 
the school's commitment to generic education. l " 
In recent years the generic-specific argument has moved into the 
universities themselves in addition to existing between school Clnd 
agency. Some educators are looking more favorably at educCition for 
specific social problems. Using as a framework the 1971Curriculum 
Policy statement of the Council on Social Work Education, Boehm reports, 
It seems clear that schools will increasingly address themselves 
to the question of how masters level practitioners can be 
helped to become knowledgeable" both about appropriate strategies 
of intervention and about the nature of those social problems 
that actually or potentially fall" within the purview of social 
work. Included among these new concerns are the incidence and 
prevalence of such" ? ? ? ? ? ? ? problems as racial discrimination "or"" 
poverty and the identification of appropriate strategies of 
intervention that "may vary "not only from problem to problem 
but also within problems. 
Since the new policy gives schools a great deal of freedom to 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and design their own program ••. a greater variety of 
programs than is currently available is likely to emerge, 
and different schools may choose to focus on different sets 
of problems ••. 2 
lSee for example: Herman Eigen, "Faculty and Agency Expectations 
for Students Training," Conference Papers, Annual Conference of NAJCW, 
1964, California, pp. 106-118; Charles Levy, "From Education to Practice 
in Social Group Work," Journal of Jewish Communal Serv;l.ce, Vol. XXXV, 
No.2. Winter, 1958; Arnulf Pins, "What Kind of Jewish Communal llforker 
Do We Need?". Journal of Jewish Communal Service, Fall, 1965, pp. 60-72; 
Bernard Reisman, "Social Work Education and Jewish Communal Service 
and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Community Centers:" Time for a Change," Journal 0 f Jewish 
Communal Service, Vol. XLVIII, No.4, Summer, 1972; Katherine Kendall, 
"Orthodoxy and Paradozes: Dilemmas of Social Work"Education," Social 
Work, Vol. 1. No.3, July. 1956; Graenum Berger, "Strengths and 
Limitations in Present Attempts at Preparing Workers for Jewish Communal 
Service," Journal of Jewish Communal Service, Vol. I, No.3, 
Spring 1974 ••• (This is one of many articles written by Berger" on the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of social work education in the preparation of Jewish 
Communal workers.) 
20p • cit., Boehm, Curriculum Study, p. "262. 
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Advocates of this "social problem" approach perceive the areas 
as being broader than the traditional "fields of practice". Yet, one 
could ask similar questions .•• Is there a core of social work that is 
generic and upon which substantive knowledge can be built ••• If one 
"majors" in "income maintenance" is he sufficiently educated to enter 
another "field" upon graduation and so on. 
The question of whether this "new" direction will satisfy the 
demands of the pcactice community remains unanswered. If the fields 
of practice are too narrow then the deg-ree would be in "income 
maintenance" or "geriatrics" and would limit workers' marketability 
and use in different agencies. If too broad, there would be little 
difference, except for rubric, between the social problem approach and 
the method emphasis. 
Further complicating the issue of the "generic-specific" argument 
is the involvement of different definitions of "practice". The 1974 
Task Force on Social Work Practice and Education, sponsored by the 
Council on Social Work Education, discussed the different definitions 
of clinical social work practice. Prior to the 1960s clinical work 
was primarily casework. The Task Force found that the "demands on a 
social worker in a clinical setting today include ... services to 
individuals, families, groups, young and old, consultation to other 
professionals or workers, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? parent education, etc."l 
In the same vein, the Council's Task Force on Structure and 
Quality of Social Work Education identified a major issue in the 
education of social workers namely ••• education for what kinds of 
lRalph Oolgoff, Report to the Task Force on Social tvork Practice 
and Education, Council on Social Work Education, New York, 1974, p. 10. 
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practice or " ••• defining the parameters of social work practice ••• "l 
The report of this Task Force found that, 
••• There have been two forces operating in social work 
practice and education within the past decade--toward 
more emphasis upon 'generic' education and/or preparation 
of a 'generalist' worker and; toward more specialization .•• 2 
These two forces operate, ·according to Dolgoff' s report on 
practice and education, despite the fact that.·" 
.,.the obvious assumption is that graduates are never 
. 'finished products' and that social workers must be 
prepared for lifelong learning and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? be prepared 
for their contributions to this continued 1earning ... 3 
The Dolgoff Report defines the generic-specific issue as found 
by the Task Force on Practice and .Education: 
••• the agencies suggest that schools are often 
insufficiently related to practice needs aild ••• from 
the ·point of view of the educational institutions, 
the agencies are asking educational programs to meet 
the needs of the agency so closely that it appears 
to some that in-service training and staff development 
would not be needed ••. 4 
It does indeed seem that the generic-specific ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? is one 
that is hard to put to. rest. For some 1raCtitioners the .. graduating 
student will never be skilled enough for his setting. This raises 
question with an agency's. view of the purpose of staff supervision .•• 
their attitude toward continued professional growth. 
lLillian Ripple. Report to the Task ? ? ? ? ? ? on Structure and 
Quality in Social Work Education, CSWE, New York. 1974, p'. 26. 
2Ibid., p. 2.8. Emphasis mine· 
30p .• ·cit., Ralph Do1goff, p. 11. 
4Ibid., p. 22. 
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In spite of the vehemence with which the generic-specific issues 
are argued the relationship between schools and agencies continues. 
Bernhard makes the following observation regarding this continuing 
association: 
..• Agencies raise serious questions regarding the 
appropriateness and effectiveness of social work 
education, while educators raise equally serious 
questions about agency programs and practices ... 
Despite such disagreements and frustrations, however, 
overriding commitment to students and the profession 
has produced continuous dialogue and accommodation. l 
Although schools and agencies remain committed to field training, 
some writers question whether a true partnership is a reality. Dana's 
comments reflect this doubt: 
Considerable time. thought and emotion were invested in 
discussing the reality of the partnership wish. Stimulated 
by the challenge inherent in one educator's remark that it 
was the school's responsibility to determine the objective, 
content, and methods of social work education, which include 
field instruction. participants sought clarification of the 
nature of the authoritative relationship between school and 
agency, addressing themselves to such questions as (1) tVho 
sets the standards for field instruction; (2) tVho selects 
and evaluates the field instructor; (3) Who makes the final 
determination of the student's achievement?2 
Organizational Theory 
The question of partnership moves our discussion into an 
exploration of inter-organizational relations. Differences in the 
institutional structure of school and agency have only recently, and 
still infrequently, been examined in the social work education 
lOp. cit., Diane Bernhard, p. 298. 
20p • cit., Dana, "Role of National Agencies ... " 
·' 
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literature. Despite the comparative "newness" of this area, organi-
zational theory does provide a framework tl7ithin which to better 
understand the problems of school-agency interactions. 
Middleman argues that: 
The communication gap between school and agency is inevitable. 
I believe this stems from the basic dissimilarity between 
the organizational· structure of the two systems. The 
university and its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? school of social work operates, 
at least, theoretically, as a collegial structure. The 
social agency as a bureaucratic structure. The means for 
decision making, the norms, the organizational behavior, 
and so forth of each system are different ..• l 
Middleman views the differenc.e in organizational type as a 
positive phenomenon·. She contends that,. 
•.• greater communication (collaboration) between school and 
agency has as much potential for further alienation as for 
compatability ••• I say, 'viva le gap'! I·believe it is·a 
necessary condition to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? fe·rment and continuous 
change for both systems ••• r· see the hectic relationship 
between school and agency as a dialectic process of ·tension 
and struggle between two different entities rather than two 
polar extremes on one continuum termed learning professional 
practice. Out of the very incongruence the learner creates 
his own synthesis which ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ills professional behavior. 2 
Middleman's categorization of the school as collegial and. the 
agency as bureaucratic is more complicated than her presentatfon 
indicates. Lowy, Bloksberg and Walberg eleaborated the changing 
character of the university, 
••• testimony can be cited for bureauc·ratic encroachment on 
the traditional collegial organization of the university. 
Logan t.J"ilson asserted: 'As ·complexity of the organization 
has increased, equalitarianism has been undermined, and .the 
lRuth Middleman, "Social Work Education: The Myth of the Agency 
as Partner," Social Welfare Forum. National Conference on Social 
Welfare, 1973, Columbia University Press. ? ? ? 202.· 
2Ibid., p. 200. 
0, 
modern university has tended more and more toward a semi-
bureaucratic pattern' ••• 
.•• the university has acquired undesirable aspects of 
bureaucracy: hierarchic power structures, passing the buck, 
resistance to social change, insensitivity to student needs ••• 
priority of procedures over principles, impersonal standards 
and credits, fragmentation of knowledge, and holding it all 
together) a flurry of mimeographed paper containing records, 
rules and reso1utions ... 1 
Unfortunately, much of the current social work literature 
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stresses the dysfunctions of bureaucracy. In connection with this 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? contends that, "Any action can be considered in terms of what: 
it attains or what it fails to attain. A way of seeing is also a 
way of not seeing •.• "2 From this we may infer the simple insight 
that bureaucracy is "a little good and a little bad." 
It is generally agreed that organizations carrying out one or 
., more "e.cpert tasks"') manifest bureaucratic characteristics. These 
organizations are placed on a continuum ranging from those close to 
primary groups, to those more nearly approximating Weber's ideal 
rationalistic bureaucracy. Professional discussions and social work 
literature generally indicate acknowledgement that the agency is 
bureaucratic while the school is collegial. Implied in this is that 
the agency is less conducive to professionals who set their Otvn goals 
and to the development of professionals. 
It is not the intent of this study to evaluate the phenomenon 
of bureaucracy. An attempt will be made to identify where on the 
l'Louis Lowy :o'-Leonard M. Hloksberg, Herbert J. Walberg, Integrative 
Leaming and Teaching in Schools of Social Work, 1971. (New York: 
Associative Press), pp. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? lQuote is originally from Logan Wilson, The Academic Man.) 
2Robert Merton, "Bureaucratic Structure and Personality," Reader 
in Bureaucracy, Robert Merton (ed.) (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1952), 
p. 51. 
3A term used in much of Litwak's writing on complex organizations. 
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organtzational continuum, described above, the school and the agency· 
fall and how this effects their relationships to each other and their 
ability to educate sociai work professionals. 
Levine and White proposed a conceptual framework for the study 
of interorganizational relationshipsl which appears applicable to the 
two institutions under ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in this study, T·hey attempted to 
", .• ,explain relationships among community health and welfare agencies 
by viewing them as being involved in an exchange system,,,2 Their 
definition of organizational exchange is: 
.•. any voluntary activity.between two organizations which 
has consequences, actual or anticipated, for the realization· 
of their respective goals or objectives,· This definition." . 
refers to activity in general.and not exc1usive1y·te;»· reciprocal 
ac tivi ty. The defini tionwid.ens the concept of exchange beyond 
the· transfer of material goods and ·beyond gratHications in the 
immediate present.,. 3 . 
Aiken and. Hage in their study on ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? interdepe.ndence 
followed the exchange conceptual framework. A major focus of their 
study was on the problems of interorganizational exchanges. They 
found that: 
Most studies of organizational interdependence essentially 
conceive of the organization as an entity that needs· inputs 
and provides outputs, linking together a number of organi-
zations via the mechanisms of ·exchanges or transactions,4 
Both pairs of sociologists. (Levine and White, and Aiken and 
Hage), agree that the preferred state of mo.st insti.tutions is independenc·e 
·lSol Lp.vine.and Paul White, "Exchange as a Conceptual Framework 
for the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of InteT.organizationa1 Relationships," Administrative 
Science Quarterly, Vol. 5, No.4, March 1961, pp, 583-601. 
2Ibid •• ? ? ? 583. 
3Ibid., pp. 588-589. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Aiken and Jerald Hage, "Organizational Interdependence 
and Intra-Organizational Structure," American Sociological Review, 
December 1968, Vol. 33·, No.6, pp. 912-932. 
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and autonomy and that: interorganizational relationships are based 
on a "scarcity" principle. They suggest that an abundance of resources 
would eliminate the need organizations have for each other and conse-
quently their inter-relationships. In this regard it is interesting 
to note that social work education rests on the assumption that in 
some manner relationships between agencies and schools are essential 
for learning. 
Reid's analysis of interorganizational coordination in social 
welfare relied heavily on the theories of Levine and White and Litwak 
and Hylton. l On the notion of exchange he comments: 
In coordinating their activities, organizations are 
essentially engaged in the exchange of resources to 
achieve their goals ••• An exchange need not require an 
actual transfer of resources. It is sufficient if one 
organization utilizes resources in special ways to 
satisfy the goals of the other. 2 
Reid described two types of reSOUrces! the tangible ones such 
as funds and personnel and the intangible ones such as prestige, 
status and so on. It is perhaps for the latter reason that more 
agencies, than we assume, agree to accept students. Reid, too, agrees 
with the preceding authors, that "agencies do not cooperate unless they 
have to .•• "3 
Reid elaborated on the three modes of organizational co-existence 
defined by Litwak and Hylton: independence, interdependence and conflict. 
lEugene Litwak and Lydia Hylton, "Interorganizational Analysis: 
A Hypothesis on Coordinating Agencies," Administrative Science Quarterly, 
March 1962, pp. 395-420. 
2W1ll1am !<eid, "inter-Organizational Coordination in Social 
Welfare: A Theoretical Approach to Analysis and Intervention," in 
Readings 1n COmmunity Organization Practice, Ralpn Kramer and Harry 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? (Eds.) (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 19b9), p. ? ? ? ? ?
3i bid., p. liB (Quoting ? ? ? ? ? ? Kramer). 
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In relation to interdependence and similar organizational goals he 
suggests that."this formulation does not reql,lire goals of partici-
pating organizations to be identical or even similar. The crucial 
requirement is the need organizations have for each other's resources 
to achieve their goals."l If we accept this thesis then the issue 
of difference in organizational goals between school.and agency, 
although causing some irritation, is not curcial to the life of the 
relationship. 
Litwak and Hylton identified two ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of interdependence, 
"competitive interdependence (Where one ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? can maximize its 
. goals ·o.nly at the expense of another)" •• and •.• facilitative inter-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? {where two or more ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? can simultaneously. maximize 
their goals),,2 We can assume that the relationship between school 
and agency is of the facilitative type. In constrast to the thesis 
of Levine and White and Aiken and Hage, that inter-relationships 
would cease if resources were adequate, Litwak and Hylton proposed 
that two organizations can and do exist fQr mutual aid. 
The probiem of coordination between independent organizations 
is discussed at length by Litwak and Hylton: 
One strategic problem in interorganizational·analysis 
concerns ••• a somewhat specialized coordination, since 
there is both ·conflict and cooperation and formal 
authority structure is lacking. ·If the conflict ·were 
complete, the issue could be settled by complete lack 
lIbid., p. 179. 
20p • cit., Litwak and Hylton, p. 402. Their. identification of 
interdependent categories is derived from ·the work of Edwin Thomas. 
"Effects of Facilitative Role Interdep·endence on Group Functioning," 
Human Relations, 1957. . 
of'interaction or by some analogue to war. Where the 
conflict overlaps with areas of support •.• the question 
arises: what procedures ensure the individual ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
zations their autonomy in areas of conflict while at 
the same time permitting their united effort in areas 
of agreement?l 
These authors describe the coordinated agencies in a manner 
applicable to school-agency relationships: " ..• the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
being coordinated are independent, because they have conflicting 
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values or because the demands of efficiency suggest organizational 
specialization, yet share some common goal which demands cooperation.,,2 
Litwak and Hylton specified three necessary ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? for 
coordination: partial interdependence, organizational awareness of 
their need for each other and. some standardized ? ? ? ? ? ? to be 
coordinated. Although these authors suggested a formal coordination 
agency. Litwak. in collaboration with others, developed a variety of 
linkage mechanismR related to organizational type. number of organi-
zations, high or low ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of interdependence and the degree of 
standardization in the element to be exchanged. 
In their studieR of inter-organizational relationships Litwak 
and his associates3 have developed various linkage mechanisms which 
seem applicable to school-agency associationR. Litwak and Meyer 
note that " ... the bureaucra tic organization is unable to dea 1 with 
lIbid., p. 369. 
2Ibid .• p. 399. 
3Eugene Littolak and Henry Meyer, "A Balance Theory of Coordination 
Between Bureaucratic Organizations and Community Primary Groups." 
Behavioral Science for Social Workers, Edwin Th('\mas (Editor) (New York: 
Free Press, 1967), pp. 246-262; Litwak, Shiroi. Zimmerman and Bernstein, 
"Community Participation in Bureaucratic Organizations: Principles and 
Strategies," Interchange. Vol 1, No.4, 1970; Litwak. "An Approach to 
Linkage in Grass Roots Community Organization," Strategies of Community 
Organization, Cox, Erlich, Rothman and Tropman (Eds.) (Illinois: Peacock 
Publishers, 1970), pp. 126-138. 
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non-uniform or 'relative1y unique events •.• "l Field work is more 
idiosyncratic than class work, therefore, more elusive to a 
structured curriculum •. Using the Litwak-Meyer observations the 
school, in social work education, can be defined as the bureaucratic 
organization looking to the agency as a "primary group" in order to 
carry out its goals. 
If this view of school and agency is accepted then two points 
made by Litwak and Meyer seem especially relevant. The firs t '. 
referred to as the "Balance Theory of Coordination", deals with the 
distance between a bureaucracy (school) and a community primary group 
(agency). The authors a.dvise that., 
If the bureaucratic qrganization and external primary 
group are too isolated from each other they are likely 
to work at cross purposes and thus lose benefits of one 
or the other. However, if the two organizational forms 
are brought too close together their anti-thetica1 
atmospheres are likely to disrupt one or both organizations, 
again leading to a loss of benefits. 2 
This theoretical point might result in the conclusion that 
schools and agencies should not be as close to each other as 
practitioners, especially, have previously suggested. It does support 
the view that as two institutions, each ought .to guard its own unique 
function. What is not clear is the balance point of closeness in a 
shared function such as field instruction. 
The second theoretical notion, developed by Litwak and Meyer 
which seems relevant, is their thinking about linkage mechanisms 
between bureaucracies and primary groups. Mechanisms serve to increase 
lOp. cit., Litwak and Meyer, p. 249. 
2Ibid., p. 249. 
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or decrease the social distance between the bureaucracy and the 
primary or community group. The authors identify those mechanisms 
where the bureaucracy assumes a great deal of initiative in an 
intensive manner, with focused expertise as linkages which encourage 
c10seness. 1 An example is the detached expert, who might be the 
field advisor. Accepting the conclusions of Litwak and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? tY'e 
might assume that a school wanting to develop close relationships 
with agencies would choose a mechanism where they would not only take 
a great deal of initiative in moving out to the community group but 
would also provide a person with a great deal 0 f expertise tY'ho would 
encourage intensive relationships. 
Generally, it is this writer's feeling that organizational 
theory not only helps to deepen our understanding of school-agency 
relationships but that the converse is also true. Observation of the 
interactions in the social work education enterprise provides empirical 
data which reinforces or questions theoretical notions. 
Role Theory 
Role theory. like organizational theory, provides a conceptual 
framework within which the relationship between school and agency may 
be analyzed. Research of roles is still comparatively recent. Strean 
comments on this point in his discussion of the "state of the art" of 
the theoretical material related to roles: 
IIbid .• p. 251. 
Role theory while still a relatively new field of study 
and far from the ideal scientific theory, already possesses 
an identifiable domain of study, perspective and language. 
Role analysts have chosen as ,their domain of study real-life 
behavior as it is displayed in ongoing social situations.' 
Role theorists and role analysts have'examined such problems 
as the processes of socialization, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? among 
individuals, the organization and characteristics of social 
positions, processes of conformity and sanctioning, speciali-
zation of performance and the division of labor.l 
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Despite difficulty in' arriving at a unified definition of the 
term role2 the literature dees reflect agreement on the relationship, 
interactionist qualities characteristic 'of the role concept. This is 
a social theory whereby a person's,actions and performances are 
effected by the norms ()f his reference group,' behavior' expectation 
and sanctions, and his own perception of prescribed behavior. We 
might therefore expect that students, field instructors, faculty, 
field work directors and so on would exhibit a high degree of 
consensus in perceptions, opinions and values. 
The concept of role-set as developed by Merton3 is useful in 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? better the interactions between the chief actors in the 
social work education business. Merton and Ralph Linton describe each 
person as occupying a variety of positions in social systems. Each 
position is referred to as a "status". For example, mother, father, 
lHerbert S trean, "Role Theo'ry," Social Work Treatment: Inter-
locking Theoretical Approaches," Turner (ed.) (New York: Free Press, 
1974). pp. 314-342. 
2See for example: Gross. Mason and HcEachern. Explorations in 
Role Andysis, 1958'. (New York: Wiley and Sons, Inc.) Wi th particular 
reference to Chap. II, The Definitional Problem, pp. 11-20; Also: 
Sarbin, p. 224 and Biddle and Thomas, Role Theory: Concepts and 
, Research, (New York: Wiley and Sons, 1966), p. 29. 
3Robert Merton, Social Theory ? ? ? ? Social Structure (New York: 
Free Press, 1957, 1949) Revised Edition, p. 368. 
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teacher, student and so on. A "role" is the "behavioral enacting of 
the patterned expectations attributed to that position."l Role-set 
is "that complement of role relationships which persons have by 
virtue of occupying a particular social status. ,,2 For example, the 
field instructor (status occupant) has a number of role partners 
each of whom may perceive his role differently and expect different 
things from him. His partners include: students, agency executive, 
field work director, faculty and other. Similarly, the faculty field 
advisor, as status occupant, has as role partners the University, the 
faculty, agency people, students, etc. Howard Irving3 utilized role-
set in examining the relationship between field instructor, field 
consultant and casework director. 
Role-set should not be confused with the notion of "multiple 
roles" where the same person plays different roles in different 
situations, (e.g., mother, wife, daughter, boss ••• ). It is an 
interactionist concept where the status occupant remains the same 
but relates to a number of others whose roles are relevant to his 
performance in that position. He needs them in order to carry out 
his function. 
lIbid., p. 368. (In referring to writing of Ralph Linton) 
2Ibid .• , p. 369. 
3Howard Irving, "A Social Science Approach to a Problem in 
Field Instruction: The Analysis of a Three Part Role-Set." 
Social Work, Vol. 5, No.1 (Spring 1969), pp. 48-56. 
One of the major sources of instability in role-sets is the 
differential expectations held by the role partners for the 
functioning of the status occupant. An example occurs when school 
people and agency people expect different things of social work 
students. Merton views this as a consistent phenomenon: 
••• anyone occupying a particular status has role-partners 
who are differently located in the social structure. As 
a result, these others have ••. values and moral expectations 
differing from those held by the occupant of the status in 
question. l 
Merton's acceptance of conflict between role-partners as a 
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given is similar to Litwak and Hylton's proposal that the" ••. conflict. 
between organizations i.s. taken as. a given in interorganizational 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ••• "2 Although using different language, both theories 
accept conflict as a given and then identify how the presence of 
linkage mechanisms may either alleviate or intensify the conflict. 
Litwak and Hylton search for the appropriate forms of interaction 
for such conditions. Merton identifie·s the "social mechanisms 
through which some reasonable degree of. rrticulation among roles· 
in role sets is secured ••• ". 3 
Merton describes· six such mechanisms which the writer will 
discuss with illustrations from social work education relationships. 
loe· cit., Merton, p. 370. 
20p. cit., Litwa.k and Hylton, p. 68. 
30e • cit. , Merton, p. 371. 
1. Different intensity of role-involvement among those in 
the role set: 
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Merton posits that if all role partners (e.g •• field instructor. 
faculty advisor, agency supervisor) had equal investments in the 
role of the status occupant (e.g •• Field Instructor) then the plight 
of the person in this focal position would be intolerable. However • 
. .. if the expectations of the one group ..• are central to 
their concerns and interests. and the expectations of the 
other group. only peripheral. this eases the problem of the 
(field instructor) seeking to come to terms with these 
disparate expectations. l 
We may infer from this that the fact that role partners do 
not have an equal investment in the performance of the status 
occupant results in a more stable role-set and one with less role 
conflict. Thus. if the field instructor is the status occupant and 
school and agency do not have an equal stake in his performance it 
makes it easier for him to function without role strain. Acceptance 
of this premise would mean that arguments for equal partnership and 
investment of education and practice in field instruction would have 
tc be abandoned. Unless, of course •. we assume that the "pull" 
between school and agency is healthy and that making it "easier" for 
the field instructor to function does not necessarily guarantee 
higher level performance. 
2. A second mechanism serving to maintain thp. stability of 
role-sets is found in the " •.. differences in the power of those 
involved ••. ,,2 Power as defined by Merton is " ... the observed and 
lIbid •• pp. 371-372. 
2Ibid ., p. 372. 
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predictable capacity for imposing one's own will in a social action, 
even against the resistance of others taking part in that action."l 
In this case conflict is between the role partners rather 
than between the status occupant and his partners. Again, using 
an illustration from social work education, faculty and field 
instructor exert influence over 'student education. Merton sees this 
"structure of competing powers ••. ,,2 in role sets as a helpful 
phenomenon since it allows the status occupant (e.g., student) mo're 
autonomy. If we were to cO,ncur with this view, attempts at reducing 
conflict between school and agency would be greatly diminished. ' 
3. ' Another mechanismwhicn serves to maintain role-sets with 
a minimum amount of disorder is the insulation of " ••• role activities 
from observability by members' of the role-set •.. " Merton tells us 
that .•• 
..• effective social control presupposes an appreciable 
degree of observabil1ty of role behavior. ,To the extent 
that the role structure insulates the status ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
from direct observation by some of his role set, he is 
not uniformly subject to competing pressures .•• 3 
Consequently, striving for more intimate relationships between 
field instructor (status occupant) and a faculty advisor would result 
in unstable, disordered relat:Lonships. foterton uses the notion of 
academic freedom of university professors as an example of the 
functioning of this mechanism. His example is al,so familiar to those 
IIbid., p. 372. 
2Ibid.", p. 374. 
3Ibid •• p. 374. 
in social work education both for faculty members and field work 
instructors. He states: 
The norm which holds that what is said in the classrooms 
of universities is privileged,in the sense of being 
restricted to the professor and his students, has the 
function of maintaining a degree of autonomy for the 
teacher. For if this were uniformly made available to 
all those comprising the role-set of the teacher, he 
might be driven to teach not what he knows or what the 
evidence leads him to believe, but what will placate the 
numerous and diverse expectations of all those concerned 
with the 'education of youth'. This would soon serve to 
lower the level of instruction to the lowest common 
denominator. It would be to transform teaching and place 
it on the plane of the television show, concerned to do 
tllhatever is needed to improve its popularity rating. l 
However, despite his strong argument for privacy, Merton, 
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like social work educators and practitioners, looks for the balance 
be tween autonomy and accountabili ty • 
•.• some measure of observability of ? ? ? ? ? performance by 
members of the role set is required if the indespensable 
social requirement of accountability is to be met. 2 
4. The fourth mechanism insuring the stability of the role-
set involves making visible to role partners their conflicting 
demands upon the occupant of a social status. When these conflicts 
are not observable it is the person in the status position (field 
instructor or student for example) who must "solve" the problem. 
This results in a feeling of role conflict. Nerton contends, how-
ever, that, " •.• when it is made plain that the demands of some 
members of the role-set are in full contradiction with the demands 
of other members, it becomes the task of the role-set, rather than 
lIbid., p. 374. 
2Ibid., p. 376. 
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the task of the status occupant, to resolve these contradictions ••• "l 
The student. as status occupant, might highlight the differing 
expectations of his performance by practice and school people 
leaving them to resolve the co.ntradictions. 
5. A mutual support mechanism also operates to diminish 
disorder in role sets. The banding together with" ••• others in 
similar social statuses with similar difficulties of coping with 
an unintegrated role set ••• ,,2 aids in the creation of a "survival" 
situation. (E.g., field instructors hold meetirigs, students form 
councils. etc.). 
6. The final mechanism involves the breaking off of certain 
relationships leaving consensus of role expec'tations' among those 
that remain. 3 This would be highly improbable on a general basis 
in social work education. There have, however, been individual. 
incidents. where agencies have "fired" students and schools have 
dropped agencies whose expectations for students were incompatible 
with theirs. 
A discussion of role sets requires some examination of the 
factors which influence the behavior of status occupants and their' 
role partners. In social work education repetitive patterns in 
history seem to have established prescribed norms for the roles of 
field instructors, faculty advisors and so on. 
This phenomenon of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of roles based on history and 
habit demands that we consider the possibility that a "pseudo-mutuality" 
lIbid., p. 376. 
2Ibid., p. 377. 
3Ibid., p. 379. 
situation between school and agency exists. Pseudo-mutuality. as 
developed by Wynne, Ryckoff, Day and HirschI occurs when the 
following conditions are in effect: 
1. Each person brings to the relationship a primary 
investment maintaining a sense of relation. 
2. A predominant absorption in fitting together exists. 
3. Divergence is perceived as leading to disruption of 
relationships and must therefore be avoided. 
4. Emotional investment is directed more towards 
maintaining the sense of reciprocal fulfillment 
of expectations rather than accurately perceiving 
them. 
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Looking at history alone without analyzing the present inter-
actions between school and agency could result in relationships of 
pseudo-mutuality ra,ther than real need. 
In addition to historical influences, the group to which a 
person belongs also influences behavior. Bott's study2 of London 
families identified the effect on roles of a close (connected) 
family network as compared with loose knit networks. This can be 
tied in with reference group behavior and easily related to the 
chief actors in the social work education enterprise. It perhaps 
explains why school people tend to articulate their views with more 
conviction and greater ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than field instructors. There are 
certainly more vehicles through which faculty get together and 
influence each other (yearly Program Meetings. School Seminars and 
faculty meetings •.• ). One might anticipate that the field instructors. 
4lynne, Rykoff, lJay and Hirsch, "Pseudo-Mutuality in the Family 
Relations of Schizophrenics." Psychosocial Interior of the Family, 
G. Handel ? ? ? ? ? ? (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 196/), pp. 443-36H. 
(Keprint from a 195H article by same author.) 
2EJ.izabeth Bott, "Conjugal Roles and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Networks," The 
Families, BeJ.I & Vogel (eds.) (New York: Free Press, J.96ti), pp. l72-
l8I. 
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as a group are loosely connected and therefore not as influenced in 
standard set·ting or rigid norms of behavior. 
Since this is a study of the relationship between schools of 
. social work and field placement agencies from the perspective of 
students. field instructors and some faculty, the concepts of role-
·set and reference groups seem particularly relevant. This 
investigator will restrict discussion to these t;wo areas and resist 
a more comprehensive review of role theory. 
Summary 
This chapter has traced historically the connectio.ns bett<1een 
·the theory and practiqe components of social work ? ? ? ? their 
influence on the education of profes!;li-onals. A review of ·the 
social work literature has revealed the complexity of the relation-
ship between·" class and field. school and agency. The pattern of 
the association reflects both inextricable ties with concommitant 
tensions. Since "what is past is· also prologue" this historical 
overview has been presented as one· method of deepending our under-
standing of school-agency contacts and predicting future ties and 
conflicts. 
Some theory on roles and organizations has been summarized 
in order to provide different perspectives of analyzing the 
relationship between social work school and field placement agency. 
CHAPTER IV 
STUDENT SURVEY 
GENERAL FREQUENCIES AND FREQUENCIES BY SCHOOLS 
One of the aims of this study is to examine the relationship 
between school and field placement agency from the perspective of the 
three key actors in the social work education enterprise. Much of the 
literature concentrates on the views of educators and practitioners. 
This chapter will report on student perceptions of the interaction be-
tween the two institutions. 
Areas of exploration will include student observations of: class 
and field conflict in goals and teaching content, uniformity of content 
taught, comparative influence of school and agency people on education, 
field work as an integral part of the social work school's curriculum, 
degree of intimacy between the two institutions and student contact 
with faculty and agency personnel. In addition, data will be supplied 
on student respondent viewpoints regarding repetitive and current 
issues in social work education as well as their attitudes towards 
popular conceptions of school and agency people (e.g., faculty steeped 
in theory and out of touch with practice). 
The Notion of Closeness 
The material presented in this section will generally refer to 
student views of the contact between school and agency. for example, how 
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frequently they "touch each other." Examination will focus on how stu-
dents perceive the degree of influence school and agency exert on each 
other's tasks and institutions, what efforts are made to integrate class 
and field content, ? ? ? ? frequency of contacts between school and 
agency in the form of meetings, phone calls and memos. 
Historically the designated liaison people between the two insti-
tutions·are ·the faculty field adviser from the school and the field 
instructor from the agency. This arrangement continues to be the most 
common one despite the fact that some schools assign a greater liaison 
role to the Field Work Department than others. 
Students were asked to comment on the degree of intimacy between 
their field instructor and faculty-field adviser by indicating whether 
the association was "distant" or 'close." A "distant relationship" was 
defined as involving infrequent contacts·or contacts related to crisis 
situations rather than one that involved ongoing communication. "C1ose-
ness" was defined as phone calls and meetings at regular int.ervals 
rather than only at crisis points. 
Student responses left no doubt that they perceived the relation-
ship between the agency and school liaison people as basically super-
ficia1. A majority (56.5 percent) of the respondents viewed the re1a-
" tionship as "distant while only 20.4 percent perceived a "close"· re1a-
tionship. Although 43.5 percent. of the respondents did not indicate 
a distant relationship between Field Instructor and Faculty Field 
Adviser, a large proportion (80 percent) of the students did not feel 
the association was close (see Table 1). 
An attempt was made to discover if perceptions varied by school 
affiliation. Results indicated that the view of "Distance" showed no 
TABLE 1 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF THE DISTANCE OF RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN THE FACULTY FIELD ADVISER AND THE FIELD INSTRUCTOR 
(N = 285) 
Relationship Checked Not Checked 
Distant 56.5% 43.5% 
Close 20.4% 79.9% 
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Note: Students were asked to indicate which of "the following ••. " 
best described the relationship of their field instructor to 
their faculty field adviser by checking all that applied. 
substantial differences between schools (F= 1.964, df = 5, p = .085).* 
In the perception of "closeness," however, significant differences in 
the means of schools were found (F = 2.983, df = 5, p = .013) (see 
Table 2). 
In comparison to the perceptions of other student respondents, 
the students from Columbia and Fordham v.iewed their field instructors 
and faculty field advisers as being further apart. Although there was 
only a one percent difference between Columbia and Fordham, there was 
a 12.6 percent difference between them and the next school on the con-
tinuum. It is important to note that in no school did the majority of 
students see the relationship as close. 
During the time of this study, Columbia and Fordham were the 
only two schools relying primarily upon student group advising. The 
*NOTE: In this and all succeeding instances, F-tests were used where 
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Note: "Closeness" defined as phone calls and meetings at regular 
intervals rather than only at crisis ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
others used the one-to-one method. lye might speculate that the stu-
dents receiving the more individualized attention might have assumed 
that contacts between school and agency were more frequent and intimate. 
For example, 74 percent of the Wurzweiler students and 77 percent of 
the.Adelphi students indicated that they met with their advisers 
exclusively on an individual basis. These students also perceived 
less distance between adviser and field instructor than· students of 
other schools. On the other hand, the Columbia (67.4 percent) and 
Fordham (65.3 percent) respondents showed the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? percentage of 
students perceiving a distant relationship. 
In this speculation we ought to note that NYU second year stu-
dents are seen only Qn an "as needed" basis. (They are seen regularly 
and individually in their first year.) However, even if their· view-
points were influenced more strongly by their· present experience. their 
tendency to perceive greater closeness than students from Columbia and 
Fordham may reflect the fact that their "as needed" advising is still 
carried out on an individual basis. 
Cutting across school lines various student comments referred to 
the fact that many times school and agency " • • • work as separate 
entities " Most stressed the need for "closeness and cooperation." 
It is clear that most students tended to see the agency and the school 
as operating in separate domains. 
Coordination of classroom content and field experience was seen 
as one way of judging the closeness of school and agency. Consequently, 
students were asked to indicate the extent to which faculty members 
and field instructors attempted to integrate class and field learning 
(see Table 3). Some felt that "Neither school nor agency helped the 
student to integrate theoretical concepts with the practice experience. 
It is generally assumed that this integration happens automatically 
but most students . . • agree this is an area of difficulty for them." 
TABLE 3 
EFFORTS OF THE KEY ACTORS IN SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION TO INTEGRATE 
CLASSROOM CONTENT WITH FIELD EXPERIENCE AS RATED BY STUDENTS 
(N = ? ? ? ? ?
Strong Some Hardly No 
Key Actors Effort Effort Any Effort Effort 
Field Adviser 19.3% 34.0% 26.3% 20.4% 
Methods Teachers 48.1% 41.1% 7.7% 3.2% 
Other Teachers 14.7% 63.9% 15.8% 5.7% 
Field Instructor 27.4% 35.4% 25.6% 11.6% 
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Only the methods teacher was seen as making a reasonably strong 
effort at integration. Almost half (48.1 percent) the respondents shared 
_this view. The field instructor, although second to the methods teacher 
(27.4 percent) did not make a strong showing in integration efforts. 
Very few faculty other than the methods instructor were seen as making 
special attempts to relate ciass and field teaching and learning. 
When the "strong" and "some" effort response categories were com-
bined the students' perceptions reflected the following distribution 
of attempts at integration: 








This shows- a clear indication that students felt that methods 
teachers in particular, but also other classroom faculty, made more 
efforts to integrate class and field than the other two categories. 
Almost half of the respondents (46.7 percent) viewed the Faculty Field 
Adviser as making hardly any or no effort at all as compared to only 
10.9 percent who viewed the methods ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in this manner. 
These ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? raise doubts about Jhe ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? prescribed role 
of the faculty field- adviser as a liaison person. If, as some writers 
indicate (see for exa,mple, Ruth Gilpin, "Theory and Practice as a 
Single Reality"), the faculty adviser ought to be the embodiment in 
i one person of theory and-practice, then these results certainly do not 
support this hope. One might have anticipated that the' person connected 
to both school and agency would be viewed. as making the greatest efforts 
at integration rather than the least. 
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Student attitudes regarding integration efforts remained essen-
tially consistent regardless of school affiliation. Testing did not 
show any significant differences in means of schools. In the instance 
of the method teacher, however, the results.were very close to showing 
significant variations between students from different schools (F = 2.188, 
df = 5, p = .056). A high percentage of students in all six schools 
felt that the methods teacher made some or strong efforts at integra-
tion (range: 81.1 percent - 96.7 percent). Wurzweiler and Fordham 
fell on the lower end of the range (81 - 82 percent). In addition, 
more students from Wurzweiler (17 percent) and Fordham (14.7 percent) 
felt that method teachers made hardly any or no effort at integration. 
Only 3.2 percent - 4.7 percent of the respondents in the other schools 
gave such poor ratings to the methods teacher. 
In spite of these school differences, it was still clear that 
the method teacher was given the highest "score" in efforts at integra-
tion of class and field content. This held true for all schools 
represented in the study. A primary reason for this might be the fact 
that the curriculum in method classes grows out of the students' prac-
tice experiences in their field placement agencies. Almost by 
definition the specific focus of these classes is the teaching of the 
interplay between theory and practice skills. 
In other classes too, practice material is often introduced in 
order to make the theory become "more alive," more understandable. It 
is therefore lIintegrated" into the curriculum, albeit less frequently 
than in practice classes. The possibilities for perceiving integration 
of practice and theory are relatively good in the classroom since stu-
dents are exposed to their course instructors on a consistent weekly basis. 
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In comparison, most students reported infrequent contacts with 
their faculty advisers" ••• none when everything is okay ••• " 
It seemed that the purpose of student-faculty adviser contact·as per-
ceived by respondents was restricted to providing solutions to crisis 
situations effecting the student in placement. 
In the field placement, unlike the classroom situation where stu-
dents are able ·to provide practice examples to a teacher who might h·ave 
minimal contact with practice, there are very few students who can 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a theory component to a field instructor who might be less 
conversant with theoretical· literature than the school faculty person. 
In examining the closeness ·of the ? ? ? partners in the social work 
education enterprise another cr-:i:t-e·ri-a-looked-at-was-· student·· percep·tioiis·· 
of their reciprocity ••• how they effect and influence each.other. 
Students' views of the influence "school people" have on service 
delivery, the primary business ·of agencies, were identified. The 
three faculty categories chosen for examination were those who would 
most likely be expected to be closest to the field work placement (the 
faculty adviser, method teacher and field work department). Results 
indicated that the majority of students perceived no influence .. at all 
of these school people on.agency service. Approximately three-quarters 
of the sample saw no effect on program by either the meth9d teacher or 
the field work department. Almost 60 percent of the sample viewed the 
person "closest" to the field, the adviser, as having no influence 
(see Table 4) • 
. Similarly, agency people (field instructor, executives and other 
social workers) were generally perceived as having hardly any or no 
influence at all on the school's general curriculum or content of method 
TABLE 4 
THE INFLUENCE OF PRACTICE FACULTY ON AGENCY SERVICE 
AS PERCEIVED BY STUDENTS 
(N = l85) 
Very Influ- Quite Some-
Faculty ential a Bit what Hardly 
Faculty Adviser 7.7% 7.0% 9.5% 16.8% 
Method Teacher 0.4% 2.5% 6.7% 14.1% 







classes. There was some modest effect on the choice of field agencies. 
Both executive staff (39.6 percent) and field instructors (37.8 per-
cent) were seen as having some input regarding choice of field agen-
cies (see Tables 5 and 6 for student perception of influence of agency 
people on certain educational areas). 
In all three educational areas (general curriculum, content of 
methods classes and criteria for student performance), NYU and 
Wurzweiler students in particular saw agency staff as having very 
little influence, while Adelphi respondents saw them as exerting more 
influence than students from other schools. For example, 20 percent 
of the Adelphi respondents felt Executive staff exerted a great deal 
of influence on the general curriculum as compared to a range for other 
schools of 3.2 percent to 9.4 percent. Similarly, 13.3 percent of 
Adelphi students saw the field instructor as making a large impact on 
the content of method classes as compared to a range of 5.3 percent to 
9.3 percent. Examining the field instructor's impact on method classes 
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from anot.her perspective, 67.9 percent of Wurzweiler students and 71.7 
percent of NYU students· attributed no influence to him (her) as 
compared to a range of 43.3 percent to 58.1 percent for students from 
other schools who felt similarly. Even in a category as vague as 
"other social workers" the pattern was maintained. Adelphi respondents 
saw the greatest influence (10 percent in a range for· other schools of 
o to 5.3 percent) and ·Wurzweiler and NYU students (62·. 3 percent and 
58.5 percent in a range otherwise of 33.3 p·ercent to 48.8 percent) per-
ceived the least influence •. 
Predictably, 86 percent of the students felt the field instructor 
exerted a great deal of influence in establishing the criteria for 
student performance. Both executive staff and other social worker.s 
were assigned some minor importance in this area. 
In general, students perceived as minimal the effect and influ-
ence school people had on agency service· and agency people had on 
specifically "educational" spheres (1. e •• curriculum). Where field 
work was involved (choice of agencies or student performance) agency 
people were seen as having some modest effect. Howe:ver,·· even in the 
case of the field instructor·, the agency person most closely related 
to the school, the input into educatiqnal spheres was perceived as· 
minimal in all but the criteria for student ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (see Table 7-). 
Conflict in Goals and Teaching Content 
Much of the literature emphasizes conflicting ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
goals as a primary cause of tension between school and field placement 
. . agency. An attempt was made to solicit student perceptions regarding· 
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TABLE 5 
STUDENT VIEW THAT SELECTED AGENCY STAFF 
HAVE HARDLY Am OR NO INFLUENCE ON FOUR EDUCATIONAL AREAS 



























Note: Percentages reflect combined ratings of "Hardly Any" and "Not at 
All" categories in a question soliciting student perceptions 
of influence of agency people on educational areas such as gen-
eral curriculum, content of method classes, choice of field 
agencies and criteria for student performance. 
TABLE 6 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF THE INFLUENCE OF 
SELECTED AGENCY STAFF ON FOUR EDUCATIONAL AREAS 
(N = 285) 
Content of Choice of 
Agency General Method Field 
Staff Curriculum Class Agency 
Field 
Instructor 20.2% 19.8% 37.8% 
Executive 
Staff 18.7% 16.3% 39.6% 
Other 
Social 
Workers 20.1% 18.0% 21.1% 
Note: Percentages shown are combined ratings of "Great 
what" categories in a question soliciting student 
the influence of agency people (field instructor, 











STUDENT .PERCEPTION OF THE FIELD INSTRUCTOR'S INFLUENCE ON 
GENERAL CURRICULUM, METHOD CLASSES, CHOICE OF FIELD AGENCIES 
AND CRITERIA. FOR STuDENT PERFORMANCE 
(N "!' 285) 
Educational Great 
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Area Deal Somewhat Hardly Not at All 
Generai 
Curriculum 7.8% 12.4%· 25.8% 49.1% 
Content of 
Method Class 7.4% 12.4% 29.3% 45.6% 
. Choice of 
Field Agencies 12.7% 2.5.1% 20.5% . 30.4% 
Criteria· for 
Student 
. Performance 58.7% 27.3% 6.7% 1. 8% 
this phenomenon. Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement or 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with the statement: ·"The School's goal of education and 
the Agency's goa.1 of service are contradictory." 
Although better than a majority (59 percent) of the students did 
not perceive a conflict between educational and service goals, there 
was still a substantial· minority (39 percent) who did see such a con-
tradiction. Very strong feelings of agreement or disagreement were 
not expressed. Of those students who did view the goals as contradic-
tory only 9.S percent felt strongly about it. Those who disagreed 
showed stronger feelings. Of the 59 percent who perceived ? ? conflict, 
about half (30.9 percent) felt this strongly. In other words when 
strong opinions were expressed three times as many students did not see 
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a contradiction, between the school's goal of education and the agency's 
goal of service, as those that did. 
Further exploration revealed that the school a student attended 
. appeared related to the notion of conflicting goals. It was dis-
covered that there were significant differences in mean perceptions of 
subjects from different schools (F=2.677, df=5, p= .023). These 
results are summarized in Table 8. 
Students in individiual schools tended not to express strong agree-
ment with the opinion that service and educational goals were conf1ict-
ing. When these were strong views students tended to disagree rather 
than agree. These responses were consistent in the overall school 
findings. 
TABLE 8 
STUDENT AGREEMENT BY SCHOOLS ATTENDED 
THAT SERVICE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS ARE CONTRADICTORY 
(N = 285) 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
School N Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Columbia (N=43) 11.6% 18.6% 46.5% 18.6% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 5.7% 35.8% 35.8% 22.6% 
Adelphi (N=30) 16.7% 16.7% 20.0% 46.7% 
Fordham (N=75) 13.3% 38.7% 17.3% 28.0% 
New York 
University (N=53) 5.7% 24.5% 32.1% 37.7% 
Hunter (N=31) 3.2% 32.3% 41.9% 16.1% 
TOTAL (N=285) 9.5% 29.5% 28.1% 30.9% 
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If we collapse the. four categories into two (agreement and dis-
agreement) we discover that a contradiction between service and educa-
tional goals was felt most keenly by the Fordham (52 percent) and 
Wurzweiler (41.5 percent)· students. Columbia (65.1 percent), Adelphi 
(66.7 percent) and NYU (69 .. 8 percent) respondents showed the highest 
rate of disagreement with the view that agency and school.goals conflict. 
It is difficult to explain school differences with any degree of 
sureness. One factor might be the pattern of field placements. Adelphi, 
for example, places heavy emphasis on the concept of Educational Cen-
ters where school and agency people are in geographic proximity and 
hopefully closer in communication and teaching content. This 
phenomenon might account for the fact that almost half ·(46.7 percent) 
of all Adelphi students in the sample disagreed strongly with the idea 
that educational and service goals were contradictory. ·When, however, 
we view overall disagreement we find that Columbia (65.1 percent) and 
NYU (69.8 percent) students are comparable in their opinion to Adelphi 
(66.7 percent) respondents. Neither of these two schools emphasizes 
educational centers although Columbia does encourage mUltiple place-
ments in the form of units. 
Further digging unveiled the fact that students from the two 
schools who perceived the greatest contradiction in goals were from the 
two schools offering "method majors." At Wurzweiler, students concen-
trate in one area for both years of training (i.e., casework, group 
work or community soc·ial work). Although Fordham provides a generic 
practice sequence in the first year a major in micro, mezzo or macro 
social work must be chosen in the second year. Columbia, NYU and 
Adelphi lean more in the direction of a generic practice emphasis. 
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Although NYU and Columbia have a two track system, the overwhelming 
majority of students are enrolled in the tracks concentrating in case-
work, group work and certain areas of community organization. 
A generic focus might allow for a broader variety of agency ide-
ology. If a student comes from a school stressing differences in 
methods or therapy versus social work, and the student is placed in an 
agency which doesn't "fit," e.g., uses more than one modality, or 
does not distinguish between therapy and social work, then contradic-
tions in ideology might erroneously be viewed as contradictions in the 
goals of service and education. 
If agency responsibilities of the field instructor were seen as 
interfering with educational responsibility then we might assume that 
a contradiction between agency and school goals would also be perceived. 
No such association was found in this data. Illustrative of this is 
the fac·t that Wurzweiler and Fordham students, who felt most keenly the 
conflict in goals, did not perceive' that their field instructors' 
agency responsibilities interfered in their relationship. In fact, 
respondents from Wurzweiler indicated the least interference. Only 
20.8 percent of their students felt responsibilities interfered as 
compared to 48.8 percent of the Columbia sample, 30 percent from Adelphi 
and 26.4 percent from NYU. 
Conflict in content taught in class and field was another area 
of exploration. Students were asked to describe the degree along a 
five point scale: great deal of conflict in content, some conflict, 
hardly any, none at all and mutually exclusive. Most respondents per-
ceived some degree of conflict. Only 8.8 percent felt that none 
existed. More than half the respondents (55.8 percent) believed the 
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content taught in class and field reflected some significant discrep-
ancies. A few students (7 percent) viewed the content as different 






CONFLICT IN CONTENT TAUGHT IN CLASS AND FIELD 















Perceptions of conflict did not vary substantially from school 
to school (F=1.548, df=5, p= .176). However, there were some obser-
vations worthy of note. In combining the "great" and "some" conflict 
categories, it was discovered that more than half the students in all 
the schools except Adelphi (40 percent) and Hunter (45. 2 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? felt 
·conflict present between class and field. As a total group of students 
only 35.8 percent felt that hardly any or no conflict existed. Columbia 
reflected the highest number of students (67.4 percent) who felt great 
or some conflict existed. On the other end of the continuum, a 
majority (53.3.percent) of Adelphi students saw only slight or ·no con-
flict at all. 
When elaborating on the question of conflict many students 
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attributed this phenomenon to their perception that schools were 
generic but agencies were B£!. The comments indicated not so much 
a generic method problem (i.e., group work/casework ••• ) but rather 
one of ideology where the school took the position that it was edu-
eating social workers to practice in a variety of settings rather than 
training "therapists" to work in "clinical" settings. It is apparent 
from student responses that many placements were seen as being more 
comfortable with the title "therapist." Reasons for this choice range 
all the way from presumed higher professional status to the notion of 
"conunon" agency title (.i, e., every professional is a therapist 
occupational, recreational, physical . . • so why not also for the 
social worker). 
Student statements reflecting this cause of conflict include: 
School is more generically oriented and doesn't see the role 
of social worker as therapist. My experience both years has 
been in psychoanalytically oriented agencies • • • school has to 
some degree shirked its responsibilities in preparing me for 
these placements • • • dissonance between what the school teaches 
and where it places students. . 
When school maintains a generic stance but places students in 
clinical settings it creates a schizophrenic atmosphere in the 
classroom. 
School has unrealistic perception of work of social workers in 
field work agencies. School's insistence on distinction between 
casework and psychotherapy and the content of courses based on 
this distinction makes for conflict between school and agency. 
. • • My agency is not treatment oriented but my education is • 
We are not allowed to function as therapists in class and yet 
are placed in psychiatric settings and told we ? ? THERAPISTS. 
There is an inherent contradiction which must be reconciled if 
th e learning experience is to be valid and helpful. 
There needs to be greater coordination of clinical practice 
training and academic forces 
• • • this places additional strain on the students • • • 
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Confusion can be discerned from these comments. The students 
become caught up in what looks like an ideological conflict but which 
is primarily a problem in terminology. Group work versus group therapy, 
social worker versus therapist, casework versus psychotherapy • • • all 
arguments leading only to obscuring the investigation and learning of 
professional skills. Energies spent in defining what we are called 
rather than what we do. The dilemma is whether this student confusion 
actually grows out of a conflict in content taught in class and field 
or whether the conflict is one.of labels. 
This section has concentrated on students' perce·ptions of two 
areas of possible conflict between school and agency, i.e., institu-
ti.onal goals and teaching content •.. Before concluding the discussion 
it might be helpful to compare the students' responses for each area. 
Although more than· half of the students (55.8 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? perceived con-
£lict in content·,. better than a majority (59 percent) believed that 
education and service goals were not contradictory. tole might infer 
'from this that student respondents did not view the conflict in field 
Uniformity of Content Taught to Students 
i In this section the issue addressed 'is whether the students per-
·ceived the knowledge and skills imparted to them as idiosyncratic or 
uniform and consistent. If in fact there is a conflict in what is 
taught 'in class and· field question arises as to whether it is attribu-
table to the uniqueness of each field instructor and teache·r or whether 
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it reflects a consistent difference in the material covered by school 
and agency. 
Students were asked to indicate their own opinion as well as 
their perception of the points of view promulgated in class and field 
about the uniformity of social work theory and practice skills. We 
will begin with an exploration of the matter of the existence of a 










SOCIAL WORK HAS A COMMON CORE OF THEORY 
WHICH IS READILY IDENTIFIABLE 
STUDENT VIEWS AND STUDENT PERCEPTIONS 
OF SCHOOL AND FIELD VIEWS 
(N = 285) 
Common Theory Readily Identifiable 
Yes No Yes No 
67.7% 30 .9% 35.9% 61.6% 
70 .5% 28.1% 47.3% 50.2% 
87.4% 11.6% 68.4% 29.8% 
Note: Students were asked to indicate their opinion and then specify 
the view they thought was promulgated in class and field. 
Responses show that although a majority (67.7 percent) of the stu-
dents felt that social work had a common core of theory, only 35.9 per-
cent of them expressed security in being able to readily identify this 
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theory. 
Reactions to both questions reveal that the respondents saw the 
school as expressing more strongly than the field the view that there 
is a common core. of social work theory and that this .theory can be 
readily identified and described. We might infer that students per-
ceive that they are being taught a generic social work theory base in 
class which they felt was not being transmitted as consistently in the 
field. 
An effort was made to see whether student perceptions 0'£ how 
field, s.chool and students view the theory question were effected by 
school affiliation. School means were analyzed. Results· indicated no 
significant differences by school. (F-tests ·showed probability scores 
not achieving the .05 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Nevertheless, some dissimilarities seem 
worthy of reporting. Adelphi students, for .example, tended more than 
others to perceive opinions through a "generic bias." As many.as 
93.3 percent of Adelphi subjects shared the belief that a common core 
of social work theory existed as·compared to percentages in the 60s 
for respondents of other schoo.ls. In addition, 80 percent· of the 
Adelphi students viewed the field as agreeing with the opinion· ? ? ? ? ?
there was a common social ·work. theory base. This is about 10 percent 
higher than the overall perception of students regarding age.ncy ·people 
(general frequency was 70.5 percent). All the Adelphi students (an 
uncommon 100 percent) felt that the school perceived a common core of 
social work theory. Columbia res·pondents also felt strongly that their 
classroom instructors represented the opinion that a common theory 
existed (view shared by 90.7 percent of the student respondents). 
Students' attitudes towards the ability. of field arid school 
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people to specify social work theory showed some variation. As was the 
case in the belief that there was a core of social work theory, Columbia 
and Adelphi students also gave the highest scores of all the schools 
in attributing to classroom teachers a capacity to identify the theory. 
(In a range of "yes" responses of 60.4 percent - 83.3 percent, 83.3 per-
cent of the Adelphi students and 72.1 percent of the Columbia students 
felt school people could specifically distinguish the theory.) 
Less Columbia students (34.9 percent) than from other schools 
felt that field people could identify the core of social work theory 
(range was from 34.9 percent to 63."3 percent). More Adelphi students 
(63.3 percent) believed that agency staff has the competence to do this. 
In an attempt to explain these school differences it was surmised 
that a student's view of the scholarliness of faculty members and 
field instructors might affect his perception of their capacity to see 
and to identify social work theory. Results of this examination only 
somewhat supported the supposition. It was true that less Columbia 
students (29.7 percent) saw their field instructors as scholarly than 
from other schools (range of others was 32.5 percent to 45.9 percent). 
This correlates with the Columbia students' view of the field's ability 
to identify social work theory. Similarly. more Columbia respondents 
(72.1 percent) felt their method teachers were scholarly than those from 
other schools. This was in keeping with the high scores given by 
Columbia students to classroom teachers' ability to understand and to 
specify social work theory. 
Adelphi responses. however, did not support the assumption that 
views of scholarliness are positively correlated with ability to see and 
identify a common core of social work theory. In fact more Adelphi 
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students,· than from other schools, did not rate their methods or 
other classroom teachers as scholarly. In fact in both cases they fell 
on the lower end of the continuum. 
Another assumption we might make is that a school with students 
who viewed the greatest divergence of opinion between class and field 
would also reflect the highest percentage of students who felt that 
·there was a great deal of conflict between the two. Columbia students 
showed the most discrepancy between class and field on the two ? ? ? ? ?
tions regarding theory. (Difference of 23.3 percent in belief that 
common core of social work theory exists; 37.2 percent that it is .readily 
identifiable.) They also had the highest score on responses indicatirig 
conflict between class and field. 
The next area of attention was the students' own viewpoints and 
their perceptions of the opinions promoted by class· and· field regarding 
the existence of a common core of practice skills which are readily per-
ceptible to identification. (Table 11 summarizes the results.) 
TABLE 11 
STUDENT VIEWS AND STUDENT ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF SCHOOL AND FIELD VIEWS 
(N = 285) 
View Common Skills Readily Identifiable Yes No Yes No· 
Student's 
Own View 68.8% 28.8% . 44.6% 52.6% 
Perception of 
Field View 70.9% .. 26.3% 53.7% . 42.2% 
Perception of 
School View 87.4% 10.2% 70.2% 25.3% 
Note: Students were asked to identify their own opinions as wetl as 
their perception of the view promulgated in field and school. 
122 
Results are similar to those emerging in the "theory" area. All 
three categories, in the view of the students, agree in the majority of 
cases that there is a common core of practice skills. Also similar is 
that a smaller number in each category believed that the skills were 
easily recognized. Interesting to note is that from the students' 
perspective each of the three parties perceived skills as more readily 
identifiable than theory (see Table 12). This perhaps points to the 
fact that methods or practice classes concentrate on skills specific to 
social work practice whereas the other courses might be presented as 
more general in their application. 
TABLE 12 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF STUDENT, FIELD AND SCHOOL VIEWS 
THAT SOCIAL WORK HAS A CORE OF THEORY AND PRACTICE SKILLS 
WHICH ARE READILY IDENTIFIABLE 
(N = 285) 
Theory Skills 
View Identifiable Identifiable 
Student's Own 
View 35.9% 44.6% 
Perception of 
Field View 47.3% 53.7% 
Perception of 
School View 68.4% 70.2% 
Similar to the results regarding "theory" students see the school 
as expressing the strongest belief in the existence of easily recognized 
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practice skills which are uniqlie to the social work profession. School 
"and agency are viewed as being closer together in the identification of 
practice ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than in specifying a core of social work theory. 
Perceptions of field and school as well as the students' own 
opinions of the presence of a common core of social work practice skills 
which are readily identifiable proved relatively consistent regardless 
of school affiliation. 'No significant differences in the means of 
schools were noted. (Results of F-tests indicated a significance level 
for all categories, in both cases, not achieving the .05 level.) 
We might comment briefly on the fact that, consistent with other 
perceptions of faculty and field people; Columbia students gave the 
highest percentage ratings to the school in both cases: view that there 
were specific social work practice skills (95.3 percent) and that these 
were subject to. easy identification (79.l ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? These same stu-
dents gave "student" and "field" categories the lowest rating of all 
other respondents in promulgating the view that there was a common core 
of practice skills. In spite of the high ratings given the school, 
better than a majority (60.5 percent) of the Columbia responses indi-
cated that their students could not easily define and specify practice 
skills. 
As was the case in the "theory" ? ? ? ? ? ? ? students who perceived· 
the greatest difference in views of school and agency also felt the 
greatest conflict in content taught. 
In an attempt to ascertain the uniformity of theory and practice 
skill teaching material, the previous examination has concentrated" on 
an analysis of the views of the three partners in social work education, 
as perceived by student respondents. The next areas of discussion will 
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examine more specifically the two settings in which the student is 
educated • • • the school and the agency. In this regard, the focus 
will be on an exploration of the existence of internal consistencies in 
. each of the settings. An attempt will be made to determine whether 
students, irrespective of school or field affiliation, feel they are 
receiving the same "message," i.e., the same content, in each of these 
places. 
The first unit of attention in exploring this uniformity question 
was focused on the field. Students were asked to indicate whether they 
felt there were uniform standards for performance in the field and if 
they believed they ought to exist. 
TABLE 13 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF toffiETHER THERE ARE AND SHOULD BE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS FOR FIELD WORK PERFORMANCE 
(N = 285) 
Student Perception Yes No 
There are uniform 
standards in field work. 25.3% 72.6% 
There should be uniform 





It is necessary to call attention to the high percentage (72.6 per-
cent) of students who shared the view that uniform standards did not 
exist and, equally important to note that 68.1 percent felt the need 
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for them. One might infer that student respondents felt that expecta-
tions for their performance in field work tended to vary from placement 
to· ·p1acement and field instructor to field instructor. 
Next will be an exaIilination of whether, from the student perspec-. 
tive, the content of material taught in the field approaches some 
degree of homogeneity. In this vein, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were asked to indicate 
the degree of difference or similarity of the field content taught to 
them in comparison to other students in the same method and in differ-
ent methods (see Table 14). 
TABLE 14 
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE.DEGREE OF UNIFORMITY OF 





? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Field 
Content 
IN THE SA!.'fE AND IN DIFFERENT METHODS 
(N = 285) 
Very Slightly Slightly 
Different Different Similar 
12.6% 11.9% 32.3% 









Student responses revealed that 70.9 percent felt that their field 
work content was similar to that taught to others in the same method. 
Only 38.6 percent, however. felt that the content was "very similar." 
We may therefore conclude· that a sizable group saw thet"r learning as 
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individualized and in some cases quite idiosyncratic. 
More than half the students (61.5 percent) viewed what was taught 
to them in the field as different from those majoring in other methods. 
Less than 10 percent saw the content as very similar. Only 16.8 per-
cent found content even slightly similar. According to these findings 
more than a majority of this student sample did ? ? perceive practice 
content as being taught from a generic base. 
At this point we might want to distinguish between practice skills 
and specific knowledge about clients in different settings. Using this 
distinction we can expect that content regarding schizophrenics, older 
adults, children and so on would normally be different even if practice 
skills remained the same for all methods. We cannot be absolutely sure 
that student respondents were defining skills as helping movements or 
knowledge about clients. Based on this writer's professional experience 
it is her judgment that most of the students were using the more common 
definition of method, namely, interventive skills. Regardless of this 
distinction, however, students did not perceive a common base of 
learning in the field. 
In examining school variations it was found that Columbia stu-
dents reflected the strongest perception of differences in field content 
for different method education. In Columbia, which has a two track 
system, only 4.7 percent of the respondents viewed the content as even 
slightly similar. The overwhelming majority (81.4 percent) saw content 
as very different. Students in other schools fell into a 20 - 37.7 per-
cent range who viewed the content as ? ? different. Responses from 
the Columbia sample were not too surprising. In a personal interview 
with this investigator Columbia's Director of Field Work indicated that 
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the school had deliberately established clear distinctions between 
their two concentrations. One covered direct work with clients as 
individuals, in families, in groups and in neighborhoods. nle second 
emphasized policy and planning with work in larger sO.cietal systems. 
Student perceptions of clear separations in the two tracks therefore 
seems to reflect the emphasis in the school. 
Wurzwe"iler students, aithough coming from a. school with. clear 
method divisions (i.e., casework, group work and community organiza-
tion), did not feel as strongly as the Columbia respondents that con-
tent was very different ? ? ? ? ? ? 35.8 percent as compared to 81.4 percent). 
It would seem that although the methods are defined as different, 
worker interventions are still perceived as overiapping ••• prin- . 
. ciples and values still seen as. generic. On the other hand. the two 
track system •. by definition divides the professional tasks into 
direct s.ervice and policy and planning skills. Consequently. one 
might expect the students to view greater difference between these two 
areas. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? which has the heaviest emphasis on the generic notion. 
of practice showed that a majority (55.2 percent) of their students 
felt that field content for the same method was "very similar." This 
. was the highest percentage of the six schools. Only 20 percent of the 
Adelphi students felt instruction to students in other methods was 
"very different" (lower than for the other schools). 
Uniformity of field work content may also be examined through a 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the areas discussed with the field instructor. Students 
were asked to indicate the degree of. frequency of discussion of the 
seven topics assumed to be the most "popular." Following is a list of 
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those items covered "very frequently" or "quite a bit" as reported 
by the student respondents: 
1. Client problems 81.1% 
2. Practice skills 70.5% 
3. Process records 60.7% 
4. Agency functioning 54.7% 
5. Leaming problems 53.0% 
6. Personal problems 21.4% 
7. Problems in supervisory 
relationship 17.2% 
The data indicated that the greatest emphasis in supervision of 
students is on client problems. One might then assume that "diagnosis" 
ranks first in what is taught in the field. Interventive skills are 
second to assessment skills. The process record, traditionally a 
major tool in supervision is still used frequently although not as much 
as we might expect (60.7 percent of the cases). 
All seven areas of discussion were tested to determine whether 
any considerable differences existed among schools. Means were examined 
for this purpose. Problems in the supervisory relationship, personal 
problems, use of process records and agency functioning showed no im-





(F-test = 3.456, df = 5, p = .005) 
(F-test = 3.638, df = 5, p = .004) 
(F-test=2.486, df=5, p=.032) 
For the purposes of this study it is important to recognize the 
existence of variations among schools. It is not essential to identify 
the specific school comparisons. The mere fact that there are significant 
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differences in the three most common areas of discussion (client prob-
lems, practice skills and process records), provide evidence that 
field instruction content varies to a considerable degree and most 
probably by field instructor and student. 
In still another attempt to assess uniformity of field work con-
tent, as well as integration of class and field, students were asked to 
indicate the extent to which certain theoretical material was taught in 
the field. Nine areas of theory were ·examined. Three areas were per-
ceived by students as receiving compar·atively high consideration. 
These ? ? ? ? ? ? casework, psychopathology and family therapy. 
TABLE 15 
THEORETICAL MATERIAL MOST FREQUENTLY TAUGHT IN THE FIELD 
AS· IDENTIFIED BY STUDENT RESPONDENTS 
(N = 285). 
Great Deal Some 
Theory Taught of Theory Theory 
\ 
Casework 3i.9% \ 41.8% 
Psychopathology 27.8% 38.6% 





The remaining .. six areas were perceived as receiving li·ttle theo-
retical emphasis in·field work (see Table 16). 
A test was administered for all nine areas to ascertain whether 
substantial discrepancies existed in student perceptions by schools. 
TABLE 16 
THEORETICAL MATERIAL TAUGHT LEAST IN THE FIELD 





Social Change Theory 
Community Organization 
Policy and Planning 
(N = 285) 
Hardly Any 







Results indicated highly significant (better than the .05 level) 
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differences in means of schools in all but the teaching of theory related 
to community organization and policy and planning. Again, as in the 
case of what was covered most frequently in field instruction, recog-
nition of the fact that there are significant school variations among 
students seems more important than a detailed comparison of the dif-
ferences. The conclusion that field work content, as seen through the 
eyes of students, lacks uniformity seems an obvious one. It is under-
scored by respondent comments such as: " each placement is dif-
ferent " "standardization is limited. " and so on. • 
Perceptions of School and Agency People 
In addition to examining student views on conflicts in content, 
goals and structure of school and agency. this study attempted to iden-
tify student perceptions of faculty and agency staff people. Answers 
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were sought to questions such as: "Who has higher status·," "Who is 
better as educator, as practitioner," "Who does what better," "Who knows 
more about what." 
A series of "opinion" questions were posed. Respondents were 
asked to express the extent of their agreement with common assessments 
made about educators and practitioners. Testing to determine whether 
university affiliation affected students' opinions revealed no signifi-
cant differences in the means of schools. (F-tests performed on all 
four variables listed in Table 17 showed results higher than the .05 
level.) 
TABLE 17 
STUDENT OPINIONS AaOUT EDUCATORS AND PRACTITIONERS 
(N = 285) . 
Agree Agree Disagree .Disagree 
Opinion Strongly Slightly Slightly . Strongly 
School people know 
more about educating 
students than agency 
field instructors. 8.8% 23.9% 35.4% 30.2% 
Faculty are more sen-
sitive to current prac-
tice directions. Agen-
cy people are more 
parochial. 18.6% 30.5% 23.5% 25.3% 
Faculty have more 
practice experience 
than agency people. 4.6% 16.8% 39.6% 36.1% 
Faculty are more 
concerned with social 
problems and policy. 
Agency people with 
direct practice. 21.1% 38.9% 21.1% 16.8% 
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The results of these questions revealed certain perceptions that 
occasioned surprise in the investigator. For example, it seems axio-
matic that the educational institution would have more knowledge about 
the education of students than the practice agency. Yet, 65.5 percent 
of the students disagreed with this. Only a small percentage (8.8 per-
cent) agreed strongly that school people knew more about student educa-
tion than agency people. One explanation for this response might be 
the students' emphasis on field work as the primary source for learning 
practice which in turn is seen as the most important component of social 
work education. 
Also somewhat unexpected was the student opinion regarding the 
practice experience of faculty and agency people. Social work schools, 
unlike many other graduate institutions, have tended to recruit faculty 
from among seasoned professionals. In spite of this tendency, 75.7 per-
cent of the students disagreed that faculty had more practice experi-
ence. In fact, only 4.6 percent agreed strongly that they did. This 
perhaps uncovers a student belief in a dichotomy between theory and 
practice settings where regardless of the previous practice experi-
ence of the faculty member, the practitioner in the agency is seen as 
having greater practice background and expertise. 
Not unexpected was the perception of a majority of the respond-
ents (60 percent) that agency people were related to direct practice 
while school faculty were more concerned with social problems and 
social policy. Again, if students are more concerned with direct 
practice they would naturally feel closer educationally to the field 
instructor and the placement agency. 
On the question of who was more sensitive to current practice 
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directions--faculty or agency people--the students were split evenly 
(almost 50-50). 
Although three-quarters of the sample (75.7 percent) did not 
feel that faculty had more practice experience, a majority (55.5 per-
cent) disagreed that agency people were more skilled practitioners. 
Clearly, .re.gardless of years of experience, students viewed the faculty 
. . . 
as performing on a higher level even in the supposed area of exper-
tise of the agency person, i.e., practice. 
Test results closely approached being statistically significant 
(F = 2.235, df = 5, P = .052). The following table summarizes school com-
parisons: 
TABLE 18 
STUDENT AGREEMENT THAT AGENCY PEOPLE ARE MORE· SKILLED PRACTITIONERS 
THAN SCHOOL PEOPLE BY SCHOOL AFFILIATION 
(N = 285) 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
School N Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Columbia (N=43) 7.0% 23.3% 46.5% 14.5%· 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 20.8% 28.3% 34.0% 15.1% . 
Adelphi (N=30) 16.7% 10.0% 40.0% 30.0%: 
Fordham (N=75) 16.0% 37.3% 32.0% 10.7!, 
New York 
University (N;::53) 1.9% 30.2% 34.0% 30.2% 
Hooter (N=3l) 3.2% ? ? ? ? ? ? 29.0% 29.0% 
TOTAL (N=285) 11.6% 28.8% 35.4% 19.6 
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Generally the pattern of students' perceptions of agency and 
school people remained the same as in other instances. For example, 
in rating "scholarliness" Wurzweiler and Fordham students gave the 
highest ratings to the field instructor while Columbia and NYU respond-
ents rated the method faculty highest. Thus, Wurzwei1er (49.1 percent) 
and Fordham (53.3 percent) respondents showed the highest rate of agree-
ment that agency people were more skilled practitioners. Similarly, 
Columbia (60.5 percent), NYU (64.2 percent) and Adelphi (70 percent) 
students disagreed most with the opinion that the agency person was 
the more skilled practitioner indicating the greater weight they placed 
on the practice ability of faculty. 
On the question of faculty being steeped in theory and out of 
touch with real practice, analysis revealed significant differences in 
means of schools (F-test = 3.144, df = 5, p = .009). In total percentages 
students tended to split their opinion close to a 50-50 breakdown 
(agree, 47.3 percent; disagree, 50.9 percent). Still only 20.8 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
of the NYU respondents saw faculty as heavily theory based as compared 
with better than a majority (60.5 percent) from Columbia who shared 
this view. We might query whether there is a correlation between stu-
dent views of faculty as primarily "theorists" and their view of dis-
tance between school and agency. In this regard, 32.1 percent of the 
students in NYU felt a degree of closeness between field instructor and 
faculty field adviser as compared with only 9.3 percent from Columbia. 
Other data was found which disclosed the presence of a relation-
ship between ·students' perceptions of faculty as theory people and their 
view of the degree of closeness between adviser and field instructor. 
Columbia and Fordham students expressed the highest rate of agreement 
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that faculty are steeped in "theory. They also represented the two 
groups of students identifying the least degree of closeness. (See 
Table 19 for a detailed picture of respondent opinions on "Faculty 











STUDENT AGREEMENT BY SCHOOL THAT FACULTY 
ARE STEEPED IN THEORY--OUT OF TOUCH WITH PRACTICE 
(N = 285) 
Agree" Agree Disagree 
N Strongly " Slightly Slightly 
(N=43) 14.0% " "46.5% 18.6% 
(N=53) 11.3% 37.7% 35.8% 
(N=30) 10.0% 26.7% ? ? ? ? ? ?
(N=75) 26.7% 32.0% 25.3% 
(N=53) 1.9% 18.9% 37;7% 
(N=31) 6.5% 48.4% 22.6% 










In addition to the opinion questions, students were asked a num-
ber of "rating questions in order to elicit a more complete ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
their perceptions of school and agency people. Field instructor, fitald" 
adviser and method teacher were evaluated on their abilities aseducato"r 
and practitioner. The three category ""hierarchy" remained consistent. 
Method teachers were perceived by more students to be on the highest 
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level of functioning whether as educator or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? In fact, 
some respondents felt that " • • • method instructors should be stronger 
practitioners in order to provide fuller classroom experience • " 
Next in the rating hierarchy came the ? ? ? ? ? ? instructor, with the field 
adviser assigned last place (see Tables 20 and 21). 
TABLE 20 
STUDENT RATINGS OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR, FACULTY FIELD ADVISER, 
METHOD TEACHER AS EDUCATORS 
(N = 285) 
Excel- Above Below 
Category lent Average Average Average Poor 
Method Teacher 33.0% 34.0% 18.2% 7.7% 5.3% 
Field Instructor 24.6% 27.7% 29.1% 10.5% 6.7% 
Faculty Field 
Adviser 21.6% 23.2% 30.2% 9.8% 10.2% 
TABLE 21 
STUDENT RATINGS OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR, FACULTY FIELD ADVISER, 
METHOD TEACHER AS PRACTITIONERS 
(N = 285) 
Exce1- Above Below 
Category lent Average Average Average Poor 
Method Teacher 34.0% 33.7% 2.0.0% 2.5% 3.9% 
Field Instructor 26.3% 31.6% 23.9% 7.7% 3.9% 
Faculty Field 
Adviser 21.1% 25.6% 26.3% 7.7% 7.7% 
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An investigation was done to determine variation in student 
ratings by school affiliation. Significant. differences were found in 
the .perceptions of the method teacher as an educator (F = 3.840, df = 5, 
p = .003) and the fa:culty field adviser as a practitioner (F = ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
df = 5, p = .050) • In all other cases (method teacher as practit·ioner, 
faculty adviser as educator, and field instructor as educator and prac-
titioner), membership in one school or another was not associated with 
significant differences in responses. 
A high 67 percent of all the respondents rated the methods teacher 
as an excellent or above average educator. There was a greater number 
of students than the overall percentage coming from Columbia (76.8 per-
cent) and NYU (86.7 percent) who shared·this view. More students from 
Wurzwei1er (14.5 percent), Fordham (20 percent) and Hunter (19.3 percent) 
saw the methods teacher as a below average or poor educator. (See 
Table 22 for detailed comparisons.) 
TABLE 22 
STUDENT RATINGS OF METHOD TEACHERS AS EDUCATORS BY SCHOOL 
(N = 285) 
Exce1- Above Below 
School N lent Average Average Average Poor 
Columbia (N=43) 34.9% 41.9% 16.3% 2.3% 2.3% 
Wurzwei1er (N=53) 35.8% 30.2% 17.0% 7.5% 9.4% 
Adelphi (N=30) 26.7% 33.3% 33.3% 3.3% 
Fordham (N=75) 21.3% 36.0% 21.3% 10.7% 9.3% 
New York 
University (N=53) 50.9% 35.8% 5.7% 5.7% 1.9% 
Hunter (N=3l) 29.0% 22.6% 22.6% 16.1% 3.2% 
TOTAL (N=285) 33.0% 34.0% 18.2% 7.7% 5.3% 
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In assessing faculty advisers as practitioners, 46.7 percent of 
all students felt they were excellent or above average. Investigation 
of individual schools yielded a somewhat different perspective. Many 
more Wurzweiler respondents (64.2 percent) than from other groups gave 
excellent or above average ratings to the adviser. This might be influ-
enced by the fact that at this school the faculty adviser was also the 
method instructor who was generally seen as performing on the highest 
level of the field and school people under consideration. Clearly the 
Wurzweiler group felt most positively about the faculty adviser. Stu-
dents from Adelphi reflected the second highest estimation of the 
adviser and only 46.7 percent of them shared this view as compared with 
Wurzweiler's 64.2 percent. 
There were fewer students from Columbia (23.3 percent) than from 
other schools who saw their faculty advisers as above average or 
excellent practitioners. This group also reflected the largest number 
(27.9 percent) who viewed the adviser as a poor or below average prac-
titioner. This was in sharp contrast to these students' perception of 
the method teacher. (Table 23 describes the differences in school 
means. Students rated the adviser along a five point scale.) 
Students were also asked to rate the degree of scholarliness of 
their field instructors, methods teachers and other faculty. Responses 
were generally consistent regardless of school affiliation. No substan-
tial differences between schools were found (F-tests were performed on 
all three categories resulting in significance levels not achieving the 
.05 level). Table 24 summarizes rating comparisons. 
Faculty were seen as more scholarly than field instructors. 




STUDENT RATINGS OF FACULTY ADVISERS AS PRACTITIONERS 
BY SCHOOL MEANS 
Mean Scale 
2.349 
Wurzweiler 3.491 5 = Excellent 
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Adelphi .J .100 4 = Above Average 
Fordham 3.307 3 = Average 
New York 
University 3.000 2 = Below Average 
Hunter 3.129 1 = Poor 
TABLE 24 
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE SCHOLARLINESS OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR, 
METHODS TEACHER AND OTHER TEACHERS 
(N = 285) 
Person Scholarly 
Field Ins·tructor 38.1% 
Methods Teacher 53.7% 
Other Teachers 45.6% 
Not Scholarly 








are comparable to ratings given to methods teachers and field instruc-
tors as educators and practitioners (see Tables 20 and 21). In all 
cases ? ? ? ? method teacher was perceived as superior to the field 
instructor. These findings gave credence to the fact that students 
assigned primacy to the faculty in the knowledge area. In addition the 
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methods teacher was seen as a better practitioner than the instructor 
in the field. 
Although school differences were not statistically significant we 
might note that Columbia and NYU gave faculty the highest ratings. Four 
of the schools had "scholarly" percentages for method faculty ranging 
in the 40s, while 72.1 percent of the Columbia students and 66 percent 
of the NYU group shared this view. Similarly these ? ? ? schools rated 
"other faculty" higher than respondents from the remaining schools. 
More students from Fordham saw the field instructor as "scholarly" as 
compared to Columbia which had the fewest number with this perception. 
These views were generally consistent with findings on other school 
comparison questions related to faculty and field people. 
Status of Field and School People 
In addition to seeking out student attitudes towards agency arid 
school people as educators, practitioners and scholars, an attempt was 
made to identify their perceptions of the status positions occupied by 
those two partners. Students were therefore asked to indicate whether 
the relationship between their field instructor and faculty field 
adviser was hierarchical or on a peer level (see Table 25). 
Although there seemed to be no clear majority feeling, more stu-
dents saw the relationship on an"equa1 footing" than on a hierarchical 
basis. Testing uncovered significant differences in means of schools 
(F-test = 4.060, df = 5, p = .002). (Table 26 describes school comparisons.) 
MOre than half (54.7 percent) of the students in Wurzwei1er viewed 
TABLE 25 
STUDENT VIEWS OF STATUS RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FIELD INSTRUCTOR AND FACULTY FIELD ADVISER 




Field Instructor-Superior 3.9% 
TABLE 26 
STUDENT BELIEF BY SCHOOL THAT FIELD INSTRUCTOR 
AND FACULTY FIELD ADVISER HAVE A PEER RELATIONSHIP 
(N = 285) 
School N Checked 
\ 
Columbia (N=43) "\ 14.0% 
Wurzwfdler (N=53) 54.7% 
Adelphi (N=30) 33.3% 
Fordham (N=75) 28.0% 
New York University (N=53) 32.1% 
. Hunter (N=3l) 32.3% 
















Note: Students" were asked to check whether they perceived a peer 
relationship. 
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the relationship on a peer level as compared to only 14 percent of the 
Columbia respondents. The students from the other schools reflected 
greater consistency in their perception of the existence of a peer rela-
tionship between field instructors and faculty field advisers (a range 
of 28 percent to 33.3 percent). 
Of those students who felt that the faculty adviser was in a 
superior position, Fordham reflected the lowest percentage (four per-
cent) and Adelphi the highest (33.3 percent). Those respondents viewing 
the field instructor in the superior position did not exceed 6.5 percent 
of the population in any of the six schools. 
These results indicate that contrary to what might be expected, 
student respondents did not perceive the school liaison person as having 
higher status than the agency field instructor. This particular finding 
should not be used as a yardstick of the status relationship of school 
and agency people in general. In most cases, in this study where 
faculty were compared with field instructors the teaching faculty was 
viewed more favorably. 
Influence of School and Agency People on Student Education 
The issue addressed in this section is whether either of the 
partners in social work education have more influence than the other 
in helping to shape the student's educational experience. 
Respondents were asked to judge the influence of class work and 
field work along a four point continuum (very influential, somewhat, 
hardly or not at all). Each variable was tested to determine whether 
means of schools were significantly different from each other. 
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Field work did not show any substantial variations indicating 
that student opinions regarding its importance in education were com-
paratively uniform and affected minimally by school affiliation. 
(F-test = 1.094, df = 5, p = .364). A high 95.2 percent. of all. students 
found field work very or somewhat influential. Some students felt 
that class work would be more ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? if it resembled more the 
focus of teaching in the field, i.e., skills. ". • • Field of social 
work demands well trained clinicians with a solid base of skills • • • 
School only provides an overview and emphasizes a lot of irrelevant 
stuff " 
Views of class' influence on' social work education were affected 
by the school in which the student was enrolled (F-test = 3.744, df = 5, 
p = .003). A total of 87.7 percent of all respondents felt that class 
work was very or somewhat ·influential. However, the majority (53.3 per-
cent) of these only saw it as "somewhat" a factor in their educa.tion. 
A minority (34.4 percent) saw class experience'as having a great deal 
of infiuence. Adelphi and NYU showed the highest percentage and mean 
scores of students who felt class 1)laS "influential." (See Table 27 
for a detailed picture of school differences.) 
Comparison of student perceptions of field and class influence 
indicate that the respondents from half of the schools viewed both as 
almost 'equal in effect. Students from the remaining three schools 
attributed 10 - 17 percent ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? importance· to field work than to 
class work on their education' (see Table 28). It is surprising to note 
that Columbia students, who .consistently ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? on a higher 
level ? ? ? ? ? those from other schools showed one of the largest differen-
tials between the effect of class and field on student education with 
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TABLE 27 
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE INFLUENCE OF CLASSWORK ON THEIR EDUCATION 
(N = 285) 
School N Inf luential * Hardly Influential** 
Columbia (N=43) 85.9% 13.9% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 83.1% 17.0% 
Adelphi (N=30) 93.3% 6.7% 
Fordham (N=75) 86.7% 13.3% 
New York University (N=53) 96.2% 3.8% 
Hunter (N=3l) 80.6% 19.3% 
TOTAL (N=285) 87.7% 12.3% 
*Influential = Combination of livery" and "somewhat" influential. 
**Hardly Influential = Combination of "hardly" and "not at all" 
influential. 
the field given the greater importance. Wurzweiler and Hunter students 
were the other two groups ascribing greater influence to field work than 
class work. Of the three, respondents from Wurzweiler gave the 
greatest emphasis to the field. 
An attempt was made to examine how separate a student's field ex-
perience was from his school experience. This was explored through 
identifying which faculty, other than the assigned liaison adviser, had 
contact with the student around his field work and the degree of influ-
ence of these contacts on his field performance. Responses tended to 
be consistent regardless of school enrollment. No significant 
TABLE 28 
INFLUENCE OF FIELD AND CLASS ON SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 
AS 'PERCEIVED BY STUDENT RESPONDENTS 
(N ... 28!D 
School N Field 
Columbia (N=43) 95.4% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 100.0% 
Adelphi (N=30) 96.7% 
Fordham (N=75) 89.4% 
New York University (N=53) 96.3% 







? ? ? ? ? ?
80 .• 6% 
Percentages are given for combined "very" and "somewhat" categories. 
differences in school means were seen (F-test=1.96l, df=5, p= .085). 
Reactions .to these questions showed that 33.5 percent of the 
students spoke to no one other than the field adviser about ? ? ? ? ? ?
experience in their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Only a small percentage .(3.9 percent) 
had contact with anyone in the field work department.· A majority 
(57.5 percent) indicated that they discussed their field work with 
classroom teachers, overwhelmingly ? ? ? ? ? practice courses. Since about. 
half (48.1 percent) of the respondents viewed methods teachers as 
making a strong effort at integration of class and field it was no ? ? ? ? ?
prise that this instructor was the most common choice. 
A ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (53.3 percent) of the students perceived their faculty 
contacts as having influence on their field performance as compared to 
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38.6 percent who saw them as having little or no influence. However, 
only 16.5 percent attributed a great deal of influence to them. More 
strong feelings (22.1 percent) were expressed indicating that faculty 
contacts had no effect on their field performance at all. 
In examining the influence of particular people on a student's 
social work education four categories were chosen as units of attention: 
field instructor, methods teacher, faculty field adviser, and fellow 
students. Respondents were asked to identify the degree of influence 
along a four point continuum: very, somewhat, hardly, not at all. 
(Results are summarized in Table 29.) 
TABLE 29 
STUDENT RATINGS OF FIELD, FACULTY 
AND STUDENT INFLUENCES ON SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 
(N = 285) 
Category Very Somewhat Hardly 
Field Instructor 51.9% 27.8% 13.3% 
Methods Teacher 33.7% 42.0% 16.5% 
Faculty Field Adviser 10.9% 25.6% 28.8% 







If we look only at the "very" column then the field instructor is 
by far perceived as tbe most influential by a majority (51.9 percent) 
of the students. However, when the two positive colwnns of "very" and 
"somewhat" are combined then differences, except with faculty adviser, 
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tend to dwindle. In·using this combination as the definition of "influ-
ential" fellow students take on a more important role in social work 
education than many agency or school people might suppose •. The faculty 
field adviser comes through as the person. having the least influence 
on student education. In fact, 63.5 percent of the respondents picture 
the adviser as having hardly any or no effect at all. 
All four categories were analyzed in an attempt to rule out school 
influences. Test findings, however, denoted significant differences 
in the ? ? ? ? ? ? of schools for each of the four classifications under con-
I sideration. 
The greatest variation among schools were found in the case of 
the influence of the faculty adviser (p = .002) • Columbia and Fordham 
·students attributed less influence to· faculty field advisers than those 
from other schools. This might be partially explained by the fact that 
only these two schools employed the group advising system. Contact 
with the adViser was therefore diluted and more concerned with common 
issues related to students but not "tailor-made" to each specific 
student. 
Respondents from Wurzweiler and Columbia identified the greatest 
differential in the respective influence on education of the field 1n-
structor and the methods teacher. Columbia students saw the methods 
teacher as much more influential, and Wurzweiler students felt it was 
lResults of F-test to identify differences in school means of 
student perceptions of the influences on student educai:ion of the field 





(F-tes l = 2.89.1, 
(F-test = 2.745, 
(F-tes t =·4.058, 
(F-tes t = 2.730, 
df = 5, 
df = 5, 
df = 5 . , 
df = 5, 
p = .015) 
P = .020) 
p = .002) 
p = .020) 
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the field instructor who was on the top step of importance. All other 
respondents viewed them as almost equal in their effect on student edu-
cation. The reasons for these differences remain elusive to interpre-
tation. 
TABLE 30 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF THE INFLUENCE OF KEY ACTORS ON 
SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION BY SCHOOL MEANS 
(N = 285) 
Field Faculty 
Ins truc- Methods Field Stu-
School N tor Teacher Adviser dents 
Columbia (N=43) 2.9 3.1 1.8 2.9 4=Very In flu-
H'urzweiler (N=53) 3.5 3.1 2.3 3.3 ential 
3=Some-
Adelphi (N=30) 3.2 3.1 2.1 2.9 what Influ-
Fordham (N=75) 3.1 2.8 2.0 3.0 ential 
2=Hardly 
New York Influ-
University (N=53) 3.4 3.2 2.2 3.0 ential 
Hunter (N=3l) 3.3 3.4 2.8 3.3 l=Not at All 
TOTAL (N=285) 3.2 3.1 2.2 3.1 Influ-ential 
Note: Key Actors = field instructor, methods teacher, faculty field 
adviser and fellow students. 
Ratings for field instructors were lower than influence ratings 
for field work in general. This was somewhat unexpected to the inves-
tigator since it is generally assumed that the field instructor is the 
primary force in field work and that if he/she is viewed as highly 
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qualified then the field experience would be perceived equally favorably. 
Illustrative of the basis for this assumption is found· in a sample of 
the statements by some respondents. 
• • • all the relationships between school and agency are not 
too important. As long as there are some cases and a good 
supervisor • • • the conditions for learning are adequate • • • 
TABLE 31 
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS BY SCHOOL ATTENDED OF COMPARISON 
BETWEEN FIELD· WORK AND FIELD INSTRUCTOR INFLUENCES 
ON STUDENT EDUCATION 
(N = 285) 
School N Field ? ? ? ? ? ? Field Instructor 
Columbia (N=43) 95.4% ·67.5% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 100.0% 86.8% 
Adelphi (N=30) 96.7% 83.4% 
Fordham (N=75) 89.4% 74.7% 
New York University (N=53) 96.3% 84.9% 
Hunter (N=3l) 96.8% 83.9% 
TOTAL (N=285) 95.2% 79.7% 
Note: Percentages in each column reflect combined "very"· and "some-
what" influential categories. 
This study's findings revealed that the field instructor was seen 
as very influential by a bit more than half the respondents (51.9 per-
cent) with a mean of 3.2 reflecting a perception of slightly higher than 
somewhat influential. This compared to 72.7 percent of the students 
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who felt that field work was very influential with a mean of 3.7 or 
minimally lower than the "very" influential category. It might be re-
emphasized that respondents were more consistent in their assessment 
of the influence of field work. As described earlier, tests on field 
work revealed no significant differences in means of schools. Student 
views regarding the influence of the fj.eld instructor varied from 
school to school indicating less consensus regarding its effect on 
student education. 
We might therefore assume that even when the field instructor was 
not viewed positively the placement in a real life setting still proved 
important to students. In fact, many commented on situations where 
"the supervisor was terrible but I could learn from watching his mis-
takes • • • " or ". I had the experience of learning on my own," 
or "I learned most from another social worker in the agency who was 
not my supervisor. " 
Student Contact with Faculty Field Adviser 
History supports the fact that schools and agencies perceive 
the faculty adviser as the liaison between the two and, as such, 
responsible for continued contact with both the student and the field 
instructor. This section will explore the content of student-adviser 
contacts through identifying the most and the least common topics of 
discussion reported by student respondents. This procedure can provide 
a clearer picture of what in the student's field experience is of con-
cern to the school person. 
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Students were asked to designate how frequently specific areas 
were discussed with their adviser. Those issues discussed very fre-
quently or quite a bit are summarized below: 
1. Field Assignment 
2. Evaluation of Placement 
3. Assessment of· Practice Skills 
4. Integration - Class and Field 
5. Problems with Field Instructor 
6. Problems in P.l:actice Skills .. 








Testing indicated that six of the above areas showed significant 
differences in the means of. schools. Only "integration" seemed consis-
tent among students from different schools. 
It is helpful to view these same areas from the other end of 
the frequency continuum, i.e., never or hardly ever ·discussed: 
1. Personal Problems 
2. Class Work 
3. Problems with Field Instructor 
4. Practice Problems 
5. Integration of Class and Field 
6. Evaluation of Placement 
7. Assessment of Practice Skills 









Despite school differences what seems clear is that there were 
no strong, uniform preferences for what faculty field advisers dis-
cussed with the students in this sample. No one item was designated 
by even 50 percent of the respondents. It is obvious that (even if we 
omit the one school that assigns separate peopie for field work and 
class work), whatever the content of student-adviser meetings the pri-
mary emphasis was on the field. It seems safe to assume that the 
faculty adviser's focus of work with the students in this study included 
·very little classroom material. 
One ought to note the small number of students who· reported dis-
cussing frequently either practice problems (18.9 percent) or practice 
152 
skills in general (35.0 percent). If we accept the premise that the 
heart of field learning is the development of practice skills through 
the resolution of "normal" developmental practice problems, then the 
infrequency of discussion with the adviser leads to the supposition 
that the school may see this as a focus of field instruction but not 
field advising. Decisions on what is taught specifically are therefore 
left to the field rather than to the educational institution. 
This situation has been discussed frequently by social work edu-
cators and practitioners. To some, the field instructor developing a 
"curriculum" based on broad goals, but primarily, on his expertise is 
no different than the faculty member creating the specifics of his 
course content and teaching "style." Others, however, perceive as a 
crucial difference the fact that the field instructor usually has no 
administrative responsibility to the school and therefure no formal 
vehicle through which his performance is monitored and considered. 
Student Contact and Identification with Field Instructor 
Almost 90 percent of all respondents were seen regularly in super-
visory conferences denoting consistent contact with the field instruc-
tor (60 percent had planned conferences of two or more hours per week; 
29.1 percent had conferences of one hour per week). In addition, stu-
dents found field instructors relatively accessible outside of planned 
conferences (see Table 32). 
Tests revealed that students' perceptions of field instructor 
availability varied substantially from school to school (F-test = 3.295, 
df = 5, p = .007). 
TABLE 32 
STUDENT RATINGS OF THE ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
OUTSIDE OF FORMAL CONFERENCES 










42.6% . 32.3% 16.8% 6.3% 
TABLE 33 
STUDENT RATINGS BY SCHOOL OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR'S AVAILABILITY 
OUTSIDE OF CONFERENCES 
. (N = 285) 
Available 
School N Availab1e* With Difficulty** 
Columbia (N=43) 58.1% 41.9% 
Wurzwei1er (N=53) 79.2% 20.8% 
I 
Adelphi (N=3O) 86 ? ? ? ? ? 13.4% 
Fordham (N=75) 81.3% 18.6% 
. New York University (N=53) 77 .4% 22.6% 
Hunter (N=31) 77 .4% 22.6% 
TOTAL (N=2:85) 74.9% i 23.1% 
*Co11apsed "very" and "fairly available" categories. 
**Collapsed II·moderate" and "available· with great difficulty" categories. 
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Although 76.9 percent of the students found their field instruc-
tors available outside of planned conferences only 42.6 percent found 
them to be very available. One might suspect that the perception of 
availability affects and is affected by the students' feelings regarding 
whether their field instructors' other responsibilities interfered with 
their relationship. 
The overwhelming majority (89.8 percent) of students had field 
instructors with other responsibilities in addition to student super-
vision. A large number (75.1 percent) carried major agency responsi-
bilities. Only 30.2 percent of the respondents felt that the field 
instructor's agency assignments interfered with their relationship. In 
these cases students made the following observations: "Agency needs 
often precluded meeting student learning needs." "Client responsibility 
and other agency responsibilities came before supervisory relationship." 
" ••• if crisis arose, that was her first concern regardless if we had 
supervision • • ." And so on. Of course, question needs to be raised 
about the reality of an expectation that says, as in the last example, 
that a supervisory conference ought to supercede a crisis! Similarly, 
the issue of whether client responsibility comes before supervisory 
responsibility needs to be viewed in a less simplistic manner. It is 
reassuring that the polarization implied in these students' statements 
(me or the agency) is not a common perception. 
Almost 70 percent (69.8 percent) of the students felt that the 
field instructor's agency responsibilities did not interfere with the 
supervisory relationship. We might then conclude that the quality of 
the relationship was, in most cases, not dependent upon how busy the 
field instructor was. 
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The impact of school affiliation on student perception of inter-
ference indicated that although differences in means did not prove to 
be significant (F-test = 2.144, df = 5, p = .061), they were large enough 
to warrant reporting (see Table 35). An interesting question to raise 
is why students from Columbia felt the greatest ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (48.8 per-
cent) from their field instructors' agency duties and Wurzweiler 
respondents saw the least problem (20.8 percent). In regard to this ·it 
might be important to consider that Columbia's philosophy favors as 
many units as possible while Wurzweiler's position is that the agency· 
1 supervisor provides the more preferred experience. This emphasis 
might affect the way in which students perceive "what is better." In 
a school where units are comparatively ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? students view the· 
field instructor as being there primarily for them and therefore might 
feel more keenly the intrusion of agency responsibiliti"es. 
As previously reported,. field instructors were perceived by 
respondents as having a great deal of influence on student education 
despite some feelings about their availability to students. It is 
therefore somewhat unexpected .that a comparatively small percentage of 
students perceived their field instructors as good role models,. i.e., 
professionals they might want to emulate. Although 79.7 percent of the 
sample saw field instructors. as very or somewhat influential, only 
41.5 percent thought they were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? or above average as role models. 
There were no significant differences found in comparing student 
opinions by school means (F":'test = 1.166, df = 5, p = .327). Some 
1 This information on philosophy re units was obtained through per-
sonal interviews with the field work directors and supported by the 
statistical information revealing the number of units in each school. 
TABLE 34 
STUDENT OPINION BY SCHOOL ATTENDED THAT FIELD INSTRUCTORS' 
OTHER RESPONSIBILITIES INTERFERED WITH STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS 
(N = 285) 
School N Yes 
Columbia (N=43) 48.8% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 20.8% 
Adelphi (N=30) 30.0% 
Fordham (N=75) 26.7% 
New York University (N=53) 26.4% 









TOTAL (N=285) 30.2% 69.8% 
variation by school affiliation still seems important to report. More 
than half (52.8 percent) of the Wurzweiler sample felt their field 
instructors were either excellent or above average role models. This 
was the highest percentage of all the schools. Hunter respondents 
reflected the smallest number (29 percent) sharing this view. Columbia 
students showed the highest percentage (39.5 percent) of those respond-
ents who perceived their field instructors as beloto1 average or poor role 
models. (Table 35 summarizes these perceptions.) 
More students saw their field instructors as excellent or above 
average educators (52.3 percent) and practitioners (57.9 percent) than 
they did as role models (41.5 percent). In fact 31.6 percent of all 
respondents felt field instructors were below average or poor role 
TABLE 35 
STUDENT RATINGS BY SCHOQL OF THE FIELD INSTRUCTOR 











(N = 285) 
Above 
N Excellent Average Average 
(N=43) ? ? ? ? ? ? 16.3% -27.9% 
(N=S3) - 22.6% 30.2% 18.9% 
(N=30) 20.0% 23.3% 26.7% 
(N=7S) 21.3% 21.3% -22.7% 
(N=53) 24.5% 17.0% 20.8% 
(N=31) 12.9% 16.1% 35.5% 
(N=285) 20 ? ? ? ? ? ? .. . ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 24.2% 
TABLE 36 
STUDENT RATINGS OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR 
AS EDUCATOR, PRACTITIONER AND ROLE MODEL 










Exce1- Above Below 
Field Instructor lent Average Average Average 
Educator 24.6% 27.7% 29.1% 10.5% 
Practitioner 26.3% 31.6% 23.9%- 7.7"(., 













? ? ? ? ? ?
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models as compared to only 17.3 percent who "rated them similarly as 
educators and 11.6 percent seeing them in this light as practitioners 
(see Table 36). 
It seems that although the majority of the students in this sample 
perceived their field instructors quite favorably as educators and 
practitioners almost one-third (31.6 percent) did not feel they were 
professionals they would see as "good" role models. It would be dif-
ficult to offer precise explanations for this phenomenon. We might 
guess that some students saw their field instructor favorably but did 
not view their social work positions as ones they would like to occupy. 
Or, we could assume that students were more positive towards their 
field instructor in areas related more closely to them and less positive 
in viewing their role in the agency. 
Student Views on Issues in Social Work Education 
Student opinions regarding some recurrent issues in social work 
education were solicited. The first area of examination was the value 
students placed on observation as an educational tool. 
Despite a strong commitment by both educators and practitioners 
that social work practice is learned through ? ? ? ? ? ? ? through direct work 
with and in the service of people, an ongoing dialogue continues re-
garding the proper timing of and emphasis on this doing stage. Obser-
vational experiences have been suggested by some schools and agencies as 
the step before direct practice. This is seen as having more learning 
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1 benefits than immediate entry into direct work. Students in this 
sample were asked to specify their agreement with the view that "obser-
vation of atra:lne·d social worker in action is as good a learning 
experience for the student as engaging in his own direct practice with 
clients, consumers, members· or other professionals." 
The responses to this question were ? ? ? ? what this investigator 
would have predicted. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? than a majority (58.6 percent) of the 
students shared agreement with the view that observation was as good a 
learning experience as direct practice. Almost 70 percent (69.8 per-
cent) of the Columbia sample. and 60 or more percent of the Fordham 
(60 percent) and Hunter (64.6 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? students put observation on an 
equal plane with direct: pract;ice. The respondents from Wurzweiler 
(47.1 percent), Adelphi (46.7 percent). and NYU (45.1 percent) showed 
the highest rate of disagreement. (See Table 37 for detailed picture.) 
Wurzweiler students showed the highest rate of disagreement. with 
the idea of observation being equated with direct practice as a learning 
tool. Similarly more students from this school (52.8 .percent) felt . 
that the school would disagree with this view. The range of respondents 
from other schools who felt their school shared this opinion was 20.9 
percent for Columbia to 36.7 percent for Adelphi. Perceptions .of 
agency views were also similar. Wurzweiler (37.7 percent), NYU (37.7 
percent) and Adelphi (36 percent) respondents saw agency people as dis-
agreeing most strongly in a range otherwise of 18.6 percent (Columbia) 
to 29 percent (Hunter). This too was the same order as the opinions of 
the students themselves. 
lDiscussion of this point is found ? ? ? Werner Boehm, Objectives of 
the Social Work Curriculum of the Future, Vol. I (New York: Council 
on Social Work Education, 1959), pp. 159-165. 
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TABLE 37 
STUDENT AGREEMENT BY SCHOOL WITH THE OPINION THAT "OBSERVATION 
OF A TRAINED SOCIAL WORKER IN ACTION IS AS GOOD A LEARNING EXPERIENCE 
FOR THE STUDENT AS ENGAGING IN HIS OWN DIRECT PRACTICE 
WITH CLIENTS, CONSUMERS, MEMBERS OR OTHER PROFESSIONALS" 
(N = 285) 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
School N Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Columbia (N=43) 51.2% 18.6% 7.0% 23.3% 
Wurzweiler (N=53) 34.0% 18.9% 9.4% 37.7% 
Adelphi (N=30) 23.3% 30.0% 6.7% 40.0% 
Fordham (N=75) 38.7% 21.3% 9.3% 26.7% 
New York 
University (N=53) 30.2% 22.6% 9.4% 35.8% 
Hunter (N=31) 32.3% 32.3% 19.4% 9.7% 
TOTAL (N=285) 35.8% 22.8% 9.8% 29.5% 
F-test = 1.658, df = 5, p = .146 
Another area explored was the students' view of the "generic-
specific" dialogue in the social work field and its educational institu-
tions. Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with three 
statements referring to the notion of generic practice and its implica-
tions for professional education. 
As described in previous chapters the generic-specific argument 
exists today both between field and school and among educators them-
selves. The "knowledge explosion" phenomenon has been cited by prac-
titioners and faculty as requiring a curriculum which would educate 
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students for specific fields of practice rather than in methods (case-
work, group work) or generic skills. As some schools were moving away 
from·the tri-partite division of method to generic practice, others 
(and sometimes even the same' schools) we+e developing owo track systems 
whicn put them on record as accepting the belief that there are differ-
ent skills in direct practice than in pol.icy, planning and administra-
tion. 
Opinion in the field is obviously not monolithic. This study 
attempted to identify students' agreement with some of the most common 
expressions of the generic-specific issue. The three chosen were: 
. 1.' Generic practice produces a student who is "Jack of all 
trades, master of .none." 
2. Schools should drop method concentrations (i.e., casework, 
group work, social work. practice) and offer majors in 
practice fields such as aging, etc. 
3. Social work practice skills remain the same in work with 
individuals,groups. communities, etc. It is therefore 
unnecessary to provide courses in particular methods. 
Three-quarters (75.8 percent) of the student sample felt that 
social work practice skills were not the same in work with indiViduals, 
groups and communities and therefore schools still needed to provide 
courses in particular methods. Slightly more than half (51.6 percent) 
of the respondents felt strongly about this view. In examining dif-
ferences by school affiliation some unpredictable and unexplainable 
findings were observed. Despite the fact that Adelphi' placed greater 
emphasis on the teaching of generic skills than the other schools, 
86.7 percent of the Adelphi ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? disagreed that social work prac-
tice skills remained the same in work with individuals, groups and com-
munities. In comparison the highest percentage (28.3 percent) of 
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TABLE 38 
STUDENT OPINIONS REGARDING SELECTED ISSUES IN THE "GENERIC-SPECIFIC" 
ARGUMENT IN SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 
(N = 285) 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
Issues Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
Generic practice produces 
student who is Jack of all 
trades, master of none. 19.6% 27.4% 20.0% 30.5% 
Schools should drop method 
concentrations (i.e., case-
work, group work, social 
work practice) and offer 
majors in practice fields 
such as aging, etc. 8.8% 17.2% 17.5% 54.0% 
Social work practice 
skills remain the same in 
work with individuals, 
groups, communities, etc. 
It is therefore unnecessary 
to provide courses in par-
ticular methods. 7.4% 13.3% 24.2% 51.6% 
agreement with the consistency of skills came ? ? ? ? ? Wurzweiler students, 
the one school retaining the tri-partite method division. 
Although 75.8 percent of the students did not feel social work 
practice skills remained the same a lesser percentage (50.5 percent) felt 
that generic practice produced a "Jack of all trades, master of none." 
However, an almost equal number (47 percent) believed that the student 
learning generic practice knew a little about a lot of things but was 
not proficient in any area. We might therefore conclude that student 
perceptions of the validity of generic practice skills were not strongly 
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affirmed. The respondents certainly reflected a split endorsement. 
In this instance, Adelphi students (56.7 percent) disagreed 
most with the idea that generic practice produced a "Jack of all 
trades • • ." Fordham respondents showed ·the. highest rate of agreement 
(54.6 percent). It is again interesting to. note that the Wurzweiler 
students agreed the least (41.5 percent) despite the school's policy 
of method divisions. Testing indicated that although school affilia-
tion somewhat affec.ted responses, there were no significant differences 
in means of schools (F-test = 0.616,- df = 5, p = .500). 
Although students in this sample did not seem to clearly endorse 
generic skills. and practice, they also did not feel that education 
needed. to be specifically related to different fields of practice. 
Only 26 percent believed that the schools should drop method concentra-
tions and concentrate on fields. A high 71.5 percent disagreed with 
eliminating methods and developing curriculum for specific areas such 
as aging, child welfare and so on. Of those disagreeing, 54 percent 
disagreed strongly. 
Despite the fact that there were no substantial differences in· 
means of schools (F-test = 1.141, df = 5, p = .314), there ? ? ? ? variation 
in some student opinion. For example, in most schools, 70-75 percent 
of the student respondents disagreed with.dropping method concentra-
tions in favor of fields of practice. Yet, Columbia showed only 
65.2 percent disagreeing.. Conversely, Columbia students reflected the 
greatest support for dropping methods (36.6 percent compared to a 
range of 22.6 percent for Hunter respondents and 30 perc.ent of Adelphi 
students). 
Students perceived differences of opinion between school and 
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agency on these "generic-specific" issues (see Table 39). They tended 
to ? ? ? ? ? the school as expressing greater confidence in generic educa-
tion. For example, 63.2 percent of the respondents felt the school 
would disagree with the conclusion that "generic practice produces a 
student who is Jack of all trades, master of none." Only 49.1 percent 
felt the agency shared this view. Similarly 61.1 percent of the stu-
dents identified the agency as striving towards education in particular 
practice fields as compared to 80.9 percent who felt the school would 
favor method concentrations (casework, group work • • .) rather than 
majors in fields of practice. These perceptions seem consistent with 
the prevalent views in the field that schools are more interested in 
general education for social work as compared to agencies which place 
greater stress on the learning of skills specific to individual 
settings. 
Despite the differences noted, student respondents saw both school 
and agency as being almost equal in disagreement with the idea that 
"social work pract"ice skills remain the same in work with indiViduals, 
group and communities." 
Historically, some educators and practitioners have drawn a sharp 
division between practice and theory resulting in a distinction between 
where each is taught. An attempt was made to solicit student opinions 
on whether theory was the primary province of the classroom rather than 
the field. Slightly more than half (51.2 percent) of the sample dis-
agreed with this view. The dissenting opinion, however, was substan-
tial enough (46.3 percent) to warrant some caution in assuming that stu-
dents clearly disagreed that theory teaching was the primary province 
of the classroom. 
TABLE 39 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL AND AGENCY OPINIONS 
REGARDING GENERIC PRACTICE AND EDUCATION FOR GENERIC PRACTICE 







Generic practice produces a 
student who is "Jack of all 
trades, master of none." 27 • 7% . 39 • 3% 63.2% 49.1% 
Schools should drop method 
concentration (i.e., casework, 
group work, .social work prac-
tice) and .offer majors ·in 
practice fields ·such as 
aging, etc. 
Social work practice skills 
remain the same in work with 
iridividua1s, groups and com-
munities. It is, therefore, 
unnecessary to provide course 
in particular methods. 
·11".6% 
? ? ? ? ? ?
Note: "Agree strongly" and "agree slightly" 
collapsed into one "agree" category.. 
strongly" and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? slightly" .. dre 
agree" classification. \ 
TABLE·40 
26.3% 80.9% 61.1% 
20.0% 63.8% 64.9% 
categories have been 
Similarly, "disagree 
combined into one "d:Ls-
STUDENT AGREEMENT THAT CONCEPTUAL 4ND THEORY TEACHING 
ARE THE PRIMARY PROVINCE OF THE CLASSROOM RATHER THAN THE FIELD 
(N = 285) 
Educational Agree . Agree Disagree Disagree 
Partner Strongly Slightly Slightly S!=rong1y 
. Student 23.5% 22.8% 17.9% 33.3% 
School 23.2% 23.2% 22.8% ·21.1% 
Agency 20.4% 36.8% 18.6% 12.6% 
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Respondents were almost equally divided in their perception of the 
schools' agreement (46.4 percent) that conceptual and theory teaching 
were the primary province of the classroom (46.4 percent agree, 43.9 per-
cent disagree). The majority (57.2 percent) viewed agency people as 
agreeing that theory teaching was not within their sphere. 
Control of Field Instruction 
Although this study did not ask any specific questions regarding 
students' perceptions of who does, or should, determine what they are 
taught in field work, the issues arose in a variety of areas. For 
example, in specifying topics students and faculty field advisers con-
centrate on it was clear that, outside of some concern with assignment, 
practice skills get minimal attention. The heart of field teaching, 
i.e., practice skills can then be perceived by students as falling into 
the province of the agency. Another illustration occurred when 72.6 
percent of the students saw no uniformity of standards for their per-
formance in field work. This situation could create the impression 
among students that individual field instructors, rather than schools, 
define expectations for learning and performance. 
Since it is generally accepted that the field instructor is the 
key person in the practice educational experience one needs to examine 
the issue of accountability. Is he a "free agent" in his educational 
role or responsible to someone in school or agency. Student responses 
shed some light on how they view who is responsible for their field 
instructor's performance. They were asked to indicate their perception 
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of how influential various school and agency people were in setting 
expectations for the field instructor's performance as a student super-
visor (see Table 41). 
TABLE 41 
STUDENT PERCEPTION OF THE INFLUENCE OF KEY AGENCY AND SCHOOL PEOPLE 
ON THE FIELD INSTRUCTOR'S PERFORMANCE As A STUDENT SUPERVISOR 
(N = 285) 
Agency and Very Quite Some- Not 
School People Influential a Bit what Hardly at All 
Agency Executive 11.2% 8.0% ·16 .• 5% 22.4% 29.5% 
Faculty Field 
Adviser 9.5% 15.8% 31.9% 18.9% . 13.0% 
Field Instructor-
Supervisor 10.9% 12.3% 14.0% 16.1% 27.4% 
Other Field 
Instructor 1.1% 4.2% 16.8% 20.7% 38.9% 
Field Work 
Department 10.9% 15.8% 24.2% 14.4% .. 22.5% 
Dean 4.2% 6.0% 10.6% 21.6% 40.3% 
It ought to be noted thai: a comparatively high percentage ·of stu-
dents did not respond. to the question perhaps indicating a lack of 
knowledge about the role of. specific school and agency people who· might 
set expectations on the field instructor. Of those that responded·very 
few (less than ·13 percent) p·erceived any of· the people listed as being 
very influential in setting expectations for their field instructor's 
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performance as a student supervisor. More than a majority of the stu-
dents felt that the agency executive (51.9 percent), the ? ? ? ? ? (61.9 
percent) and other field instructors (59.6 percent) were hardly or not 
at all influential in setting expectations. Only 25.3 percent of the 
respondents viewed the faculty field adviser as very or quite a bit 
influential. Slightly less (23.2 percent) saw the field instructor's 
supervisor as exerting a great deal of influence; slightly more (26.7 
percent) viewed the field work department as very or quite a bit influ-
ential. 
Some school differences are worthy of mention. In rating the 
role of the faculty field adviser in setting performance expectations 
for the field instructor as a student supervisor Adelphi students re-
vealed the highest number (23.3 percent) who felt they were very influ-
ential. Otherwise the range was from 2.7 percent (Fordham) to 17 per-
cent (NYU). 
More Columbia students (23.3 percent) felt the field work depart-
ment was very influential than those from other schools. The range 
in other schools was 5.3 percent (Hunter) to 11.3 percent (Wurzweiler 
and NYU). In combining the "very influential" and "quite a bit" cate-
gories, Adelphi students gave the highest percentage rating (40 per-
cent) with Columbia students second highest (34.9 percent). The range 
otherwise was 16 percent (Fordham) to 30.2 percent (NYU). 
Less than 25 percent of the respondents from any school felt the 
field instructor's supervisor was very influential in setting expecta-
tions for his/her performance as a student supervisor. The highest per-
centage was shown in the Adelphi sample (20 percent), the lowest from 
Hunter (6.5 percent). 
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Despite these school differences, what remains clear is that stu-
dent respondents perceived their field instructors as being minimally 
affected by either school or agency people in.their performance as 
educators in the ·field. We ? ? ? infer from this that students view their 
field instructors as being self directed with little outside influence. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? responses, however, indicated their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that it was 
the school who should "control" the field experience and that in many 
cases, the educational institution was remiss in carrying out this 
responsibility. These perceptions were highlighted by reactions to an 
open-ended question on the questionnaire asking for additional ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
about school-agency relationships. . The issue of "control" was a recur-
rent one. More students chose to make comments about this phenomenon 
than about any other issue. Out of 59 students who responded, 28 made 
comments on this issue. Sixteen of the more common opinions are given 
below. In offering these statements, we might assume that only those 
students who felt strongly, either negatively or positively, would· 
respond to the open-ended question. This leaves out the vast majority 
of the sample whose opinions might sill be inferred from· various other 
questions. 
1. School does not investigate or periodically evaluate agencies. 
they are out of touch with placements and therefore when 
problems arise in agencies, they take on crisis proportions. 
If ongoing follow-up was there all along, there would be more 
prevention. 
2 •••• there should be more.care ? ? ? ? ? ? in the evaluation and 
selection.of field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Faculty advisers should 
visit their students and field instructors at least once during 
the year. • .• 
3. • school had 'little real interest or concern about the 
quality of the field instructor as well as the field work 
experience ••• irresponsibility on the school's part in terms 
of field ••• school continues to use field instructors and· 
placements in spite of complaints against them. • • 
4. School does not visit agency often enough to know what 
student actually does there. 
5. School very careless in choosing field assignments. Field 
instructors and field agencies seemed to have very little 
accountability to the school. Complaints and criticisms "had 
to be initiated by the students. 
6. School field work department has absolutely no knowledge of 
agency. 
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7. With the exception of one or two faculty members, the school's 
contact with field agencies is totally inadequate. I have 
been fortunate in having two excellent field instructors but 
were this not the case, I suspect an unlearning situation 
could well persist without the school being the wiser and the 
student perhaps unaware of his loss. 
8. School and agency are often disjointed, in my case they 
were not. 
9. School does not screen field instructors adequately, usually 
taking who they can get. 
10. (Following is from a student representative on a faculty-
student committee): 
• school has minimal input and educational control over 
the agencies it uses • • • In a significant number of cases 
the student-agency match and the field work department's 
involvement resemble a third rate comedy ••• At times, it 
seems to me, the irresponsibility reaches monumental propor-
tions • • • in many instances a field placement is used 
simply because it will act as a repository for a body 
(Interesting to note that this student signed name.) 
11 .••• faculty just doesn't bother to find out what we're 
doing at our agencies and thus don't know what the field 
demands ••• If professors would step out into the field a 
little more things would be better. 
12. . • • educational experience at social work school is very 
uneven and too much is left to chance. The school appears to 
be powerless to make demands on agency even as far as the edu-
cational piece is concerned. 
13. Supervisor is well known for his inability to supervise • 
the school is aware of the problem but as to date has" not done 
anything to solve the problem. 
14. Feeling that the need for control depended on the quality of 
the field instructor • • • Field instructor was a better 
practitioner and educator than my faculty adviser • • • she 
did not attend a lot of school conferences for a variety of 
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reasons and in her case • • • she .did not need to attend ••• 
in many cases the school should have more control over what 
is happening in the field placement. I had a good one but 
many students did not. 
15. School should evaluate student placements ••• Since quality 
of experience is more important than quantity we might con-
sider a first year placement that would utilize school exposure 
. and resources rather than agency participation. 
16. . • ? ? school should· .develop a comprehensive oral and written 
exam every supervisor must pass "befo"re "being ·appointed • • • 
The schools hardly pay any attention to criticisms students 
voice about superviso.rs, even though we ? ? ? ? asked for them. 
The perceptions of these students showed that although they saw 
. their field experience as part of their total school life, they "belonged," 
so to speak, to the school rather than to the agency. As a result, they 
held the school accountable for what they were taught and what they 
learned in their· field placements. For the students there seems to be 
no conflict over who should beultima·tely responsib·le for field work • 
it is the school. 
Summary 
This chapter has ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? student perceptions of the relationship 
between schools. of social work and field placement agencies. Areas 
covered included: closeness between the two institutions, uniformity 
of teaching content in the class and. the field, conflicts in organiza-
tional goals, common conceptions of school and agency people, faculty 
and field personnel's influence on" student education·, issues of strain 
in social work education and, student relat"ionship.s with faculty and" 
field people. 
Students generally perceived a distant relationship between school 
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and agency. In no school did the majority of students see the rela-
tionship as close. The. tendency was to see each institution as operating 
within its own boundaries with very little influence exerted in each 
other's domains. Only the methods teacher was perceived of as making 
a reasonably strong effort to integrate class and field learning. MOre 
than half of the student respondents believed that class and field 
teaching content reflected significant differences between the two. 
On the whole, however, student respondents saw no conflict between the 
agency's goal of service and the school's goal of education. An infer-
ence might be made that students did not see differences in organiza-
tional goals as adversely affecting the lack of intimacy between school 
and agency. 
Students in all schools saw field work as having greater influ-
ence on their education than class work. Despite this, almost three-
quarters of the sample felt that uniform standards for field work per-
formance did not exist. Better than a majority felt the need for this 
uniformity. 
Although given somewhat lower ratings than field work, students 
viewed the field instructor as very influential on their education. How-
ever, they perceived the field teacher as being minimally affected by 
either school or agency people in their capacity as educators. In the 
same way as the students saw a lack of uniform standards for their own 
performance, so too, they perceived a minimum of consistent expecta-
tions for the performance of the field instructor as an educator. The 
tendency was to see field work as idiosyncratic to field instructor and 
agency placement and lacking in accountability to some standard setting 
organization. Students felt it was the schools' responsibility to 
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"control" the field instruction experience and that they were remiss 
in carrying this out. 
Field work content was perceived of as somewhat similar for stu-
dents in the same method. A majority of the respondents felt that the 
content was different for those majoring in other methods. These dif-
ferences seemed to be viewed as necessary since three-quarters of the 
student sample felt that social work practice skills were not the same 
in work with individuals, groups and communities. Students saw the 
school as expressing greater confidence in generic education than the 
agencies. The students seemed split in their evaluation of generic 
education. Yet, almost 75 percent of the respondents disagreed with the 
notion of developing a curriculum based on fields of practice rather 
than methods. We might infer from this that students saw specific 
methods as being transferable from one field of practice to another. 
More students ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the methods teacher as a better educator, 
better practitioner and more scholarly than the field instructor or 
the faculty field adviser. With the exception of scholarliness, where 
"other teachers" were rated second to methods teachers, the field 
instructor was viewed on a higher level than the faculty adviser and 
second to the methods teacher. In ge·neral. the faculty adviser·was 
seen as less influential on student education, not as proficient an 
educator or practitioner and not as scholarly as the other field and 
school people ? ? ? ? ? ? investigation. 
Despite the high ratings given the methods teachers, better than 
.a maJority ·of the students disagreed that the school knew more about 
educating students than the practice agency. Conversely, the respondents 
did not feel that the agency people were more skilled practitioners. 
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Whether or not faculty were seen as steeped in theory and out of touch 
with practice depended in large part on the school attended by the stu-
dent. A slight majority disagreed with this perception of the faculty 
member. Although students perceived field and school people as oper-
ating primarily in their own areas, they reflected no overwhelming 
opinion that theory was the primary province of the classroom. Only a 
slight majority felt this to be true. 
Clearly the students in this sample have commented on the lack 
of and need for standardization in field work content and performance 
expectations for both learners and field instructors. Their responses 
have indicated "that in spite of the importance of field work in their 
education they see the school as having little control over this experi-
ence. In fact, they view the field instructor as basically a "free 
agent" influenced minimally by either school or agency people. The 
responsibility for standardization is, however, placed on the school. 
Students saw the skill and theory components of their education being 
taught in two separate institutions and asked for both institutions to 
identify the interplay between the two. 
,<.'s ; ...... 
I , 
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CHAPTER IV - ADDENDUM 
FACTORS AFFECTING STUDENT PERCEPTIONS 
An effort was made to determine whether student views of various 
aspects of social work education were influenced by specific. factors. 
Age was not found to be a major factor in predicting student replies. 
In only 26 of a possible 201 cross· tabulations did it: account for 
statistically significant differences in student opinions. Some of these 
asso·ciations reflected predictable connections between age and other back-
ground factors (e.g., the oldest students had the most full time experi-
ence, lolere more apt to be married and to have more children). Others 
might w·ell have been the result of chance factors. 
II. Student View of the Field Placement 
as an Educational Experience 
The variables of age, sex,· religion, ethnicity, pre-school work 
experience, respondents' perception of the influence of students on 
agency service and on social work education, were selected as factors 
. with the potential of influencing student. opinions of their placement. 
They accounted· for only 4 percent of the variance in student views. 
Also examined. was the impact of predictor variables on each other 
and on the students' perceptions of their field instructors and place-
. ments.. .The resulting correlations showed very few significant associa-
tions of which most could have been easily anticipated (e.g., close 
176 
relationship between age and experience). 
Given the fact that demographic and other material explained so 
little (see Table 1), a Field Instructor Index composed of seven 
variables (i.e., perceptions of the availability of the supervisor 
outside of regular conferences, interference of job responsibilities 
with supervision, ability as an educator and practitioner, potential 
as a role model, influence on social work education and degree of 
scho1ar1iness), was then used as a predictor for student perceptions 
of their field placements. 
With the inclusion of the Field Instructor Index as a predictor 
of student views of their placements 39 percent (R2=.389) of the 
variance was explained. The field instructor had an impact in 35 percent 
of the cases on how students rated their field agencies as educational 
experiences. Although these results documented the importance of the 
field instructor in the perceived quality of the placements, they also 
supported earlier findings which showed that students rated field work 
in general as being more influential on their education than a particular 
supervisor. We might conclude that within the organizational structure 
of the agency there were many factors in addition to the field teacher 
which effected student opinions of their placements. 
TABLE 1 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STUDENT VIEW 
OF PLACEMENT USING SELECTED INDEPEijDENT 
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FIELD INSTRUCTOR SURVEY - PART I 
GENERAL FREQUENCIES AND FREQUENCIES BY SCHOOL 
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In recognition of the central role of the field instructor in the 
social work education enterprise, this study concentrated on the 
opinions and perceptions of this individual. Much of the material 
covered in this Chapter can be divided into two general areas: The first 
concerns the relative isolation of the field instructor in his capacity 
as educator, from both agency and school personnel. The second area 
concerns perceived lack of control, direction and structure of field work 
content as this relates to the teaching skills required of field 
instructors. 
These areas were studied through examining the respondents' 
perceptions of the degree of closeness between schools and agencies, 
mutual influences exerted on each other's systems, and conflicting pulls 
on the field instructor as a student supervisor and an agency employee. 
Their views were also assayed relative to the uniformity of field work 
standards and conflicts in content taught in class and field. Also 
evaluated was the perceived degree of influence on social work education 
of selected agency and school people, including the field instructor. 
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The Process Begins 
Motivation for Becoming a Field Instructor 
The importance of the field instructor as the agency's connection 
to the educational institution and the educational process in general 
is well known and widely accepted. It is of interest to inquire into 
the motives of a staff member ·to become a field instructor. . Respondent s 
were asked to rate eight motivating factors in their decisions to engage 
in student supervision. (See Table 1) 
TABLE I 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS RATINGS OF MOTIVATING FACTORS 
IN BECOMING FIELD INSTRUCTORS· 
(N=lBO) 
t-Iajor· Somewhat Minor 
Motivation . Factor a Factor Factor 
%. % % 
(Percentaged across) 
Additional learning 
Experience 57.2 32.B 5.6 
Affiliation with 
University 23.3 36.1 27.8 
Higher status 
and prestige 19.4 37.8 24.4 
Promotional Opportunity 27.8 26.1 22.8 
Increase in Salary 3:.3 5.6 10.0 
Desired by Agency 23.3 38.3 20.6 
Furthering Profession 40.0 37.2 16.1 
Enjoy Teaching 12.8 22.8 2.2 













NOTE: Differences from 100% .are "No Response" category choises.) 
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Enjoyment of teaching was seen by almost three-quarters (72.8%) 
of the sample as the chief force affecting their desire to oecome field 
instructors. More than half the group (57.2 percent) perceived the fact 
that it was an additional learning experience as a major influence in 
their decision. A contribution towards furthering the profession was 
reported by 40 percent of the sample as a major motivation for entering 
student supervision. Other items were judged as very important by only 
28 percent of the respondents. Those factors which had the character-
istic of being less "idealistically" perceived such as "increase in 
salary" (3.3 percent) and "higher status and prestige" (19.4 percent) 
were minimized as influences on the decision to become a field instructor. 
When the "major" and "somewhat" choice categories were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
each of the items, except for salary increases was endorsed by at least 
50 percent of the respondents as being influential in arriving at a 
decision to get involved in field instruction. The three strongest 
motivations remained enjoyment of teaching. additional learning experi-
ence and furthering the profession. 
This sample saw themselves as the major force in initiating the 
school-agency association. That is, respondents identified their own 
aspirations to become field instructors as an important factor in 
motivating agencies to become field work placements. Almost 70 percent 
of the sample rated this either as a major or somewhat a major influence 
on agency decisions. (See Table 2) The desire to further the social 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? profession was seen by many field instructors as a major factor 
(49.4 percent). This compared quite favorably to the importance of 
furthering the profession (77.2 percent) and requests by schools (72.8 
percent) as factors motivating agencies to become field work placements. 
.. TABLE 2 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' . RATINGS· OF IMPORTANC.E OF FACTORS 
MOTIVATING AGENCIES TO BECOME FIELD WORK PLACEMENTS 
(N=180) 
Major Somewhat Minor 
Motivation Factor A Factor . Factor 
% %. % 
(Percentaged across) 
Obtain additional 
manpower 23.3 30.6 25.0 
Save money on staff 11.1 13.3 22.2 
Staff wants to be 
f:teld instructor 35.0 33.3 13.9 
Furthering profession 49.4 27.8 .12.8 
Increased prestige 17.8 42.2 26.7 











In their perceptions of both staff people's decisions to become 
field instructors and agencies' desires to become field work settings 
. for schools, respondents tended to choose the more "altruistic" motives 
such as furthering the profession, rather than those providing immediate 
payoffs, such as increased salary or saving money. Similarly, the field 
instructors saw· the schools' motivation for developing relationships with 
agencies as "altruistic" (related to the profession) rather than "self 
serving" (providing inunediate benefits to the school). For example, 
95.6 percent of the respondents felt that the school's belief that field 
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work. was indespensible to social work education was a major factor in 
their seeking agency connections, as compared to only 28.9 percent who 
specified limited finances preventing schools from setting up their own 
Units as a major motivating factor. (See Table 3) 
TABLE 3 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE SCHOOLS MOTIVATION 
IN DEVELOPING RELATIONSHIPS WITH 
INDEPENDENT PRACTICE AGENCIES 
(N=180) 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? Somewhat Ninor 
Schools Mot ive Factor A Factor Factor 
(Percentagedacross) 
Field work is indespensible 95.6 3.3 
to social work education 
Limited finances prevent 
schools from having own 
teaching agencies 28.9 25.6 27.2 
Limited finances prevent 
schools from hiring their 
own unit field instructors 28.9 46.7 13.9 
Faculty does not want to 
do field teaching 5.6 22.2 36.7 
Belief that practice should 
be learned from agency 
practitioners 51.1 31. 7 8.9 








In both situations field instructors perceived the agency and the 
school in moving out to each other, as more concerned with social work 
and social work education than with their own unique institutional 
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needs or interests. 
Relationship of the Field Instructor to the School 
Historically and currently the field instructor and the faculty 
field advisor are the designated liaison people from the agency and the 
school. They.constitute the important linkage between the two systems. 
The frequency and intimacy of contact between them may be seen as 
"barometers" of the degree of closeness between the practice and 
academic settings. The field instructors in this study indicated in 
most instances that schools provided some structure to encourage 
communication between them and field agencies. In nine out of ten cases 
? ? ? ? ? took the form of the assignment of a faculty member as the field 
advisor and liaison between the two institutions. 
Respondents reported that contact with the liaison person was at 
best twice a year. Generally ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? were scheduled for once each 
semester. A total of 40.6 percent of the field instructqrs reported 
this "once a semester" frequency of contact. Some(22.2 percent) met 
with their assigned field advisor on an "as needed" basis rather than 
according to any fixed schedule. A small percentage (11.6percent) 
held monthly meetings. 
In examining field instructor responses to the question of the 
frequency of contact with the faculty field advisor it is important to 
report on the number of respondents.choosing the "other" category. 
Almost a fourth of the supervisors (23.3 percent) designated this 
response. The following comments are illustratlve of responses to the 
request made in the questionnaire to specify what "other" represented: 
"did not meet" ••• "never met" ••• "no meetings" ••• "rare 
contact" ••• "seldom met" ••• "two phone calls" ••• I was 
never asked what I did" ••• "met only as I requested" 
••• "rarely" •.• "No meetings at all" ••• "never". 
lB4 
Since schools varied in their advisement patterns an attempt was 
made to examine whether the frequency of contacts between the field 




FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS BETWEEN FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
AND FACULTY FIELD ADVISORS COMPARED BY SCHOOL 
(N=lBO) 
As At 
Once a Needed Evaluation 
N Semester Monthly Basis Time 
(Percentagedacross) 
(N=33) 12.1% 21.2% 33.3% 
Wurzweiler (N-3l) 3B.7 6.5 32.3 9.7 
Adelphi (N=26) 50.0 11.5 3.8 7.7 
Fordham (N=32) 43.B 15.6 9.4 
NYU (N=2B) 25.0 17.9 25.0 10.7 
Hunter (N=30) 30.0 13.3 20.0 10.0 









NOTE: Since only 2.2percent of the total sample indicated meetings 
"more than once a month" this category is omitted from this 
table. 
Examination revealed some school differences, most of which might 
have been anticipated by checking the school policy regarding meetings 
with field instructors. For example, during the year in which this study 
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? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ColuIllbia held monthly group meetings •. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the fact 
that the field instructors from-that school reflected the highest 
percentage of monthly- meetings is· not $urprising. The observation ought 
tooe made that adherence to school "policy" varied greatly. ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
using Columbia as an example, only 21. 2. percent o{ the field instructors 
indicated that they attended these monthly meetings. In this particular 
situation we might point out that, contrary to practitioner complaints of 
not Deing involved by the school, it was the field instructor that seemed 
to make the choice not to avail himself of these meetings. Caution needs 
to be exerted before reaching any specific conclusions regarding reasons 
for non-participation ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the purpose and content of the meetings were 
not explored. 
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they viewed the associ-
ation with the schools as "distant" or "close".· A "distant" relation-
? ? ? ? ? was defined as involving infrequent contacts or contacts related to 
crisis situations rather than one that involved ongoing communication. 
"Closeness" was defined as phone calls and meetings at regular intervals 
rather than only at crisis points. (See Table 5) 
Although a little more than half of the field instructors (58.3 
percent) did not describe a distant relationship with their faculty 
liaison person, a major proportion (75.5 percent) chose not to indicate 
a close association. It seems safe to assume that contacts between 
field instructors and faculty advisors were not intimate. 
Based on the patterns of field advisement In each of the schools, 
some. comparison by educational institution seemed warran·ted. (See 
Table 6.) 
TARLE 5 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTION OF THE DISTANCE OF 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 
AND THE FIELD INSTRUCTOR 
(N=180) 
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Relationship Checked Not Checked 
(Percentagedacross) 
Distant 41.7% 58.3% 
Close 24.4% 75.5% 
NOTE: Respondents were asked to indicate which of "the following ••. " 
best described their relationship to their faculty advisor by 
checking all that applied. Five choices were offered and a 









FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTION BY SCHOOL 
OF THE DISTANCE OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE 


















N=180 41.7% Total 24.4% 
NOTE: Since respondents could choose from 5 categories to describe 
relationships with faculty advisors, percentages shown do not 
equal 100 percent. 
187 
Field instructors in those schools in which the facu1ty.advisor 
was also the methods teacher reflected the highest proportion viewing 
a close relationship between themselves and the faculty person. Thus, 
Hunter (40 percent) and Wurzweiler (32.3 percent)· respondents showed the 
highest percentage signifying a close relationship (range otherwise was 
15.6 percent-21.4 percent). ·Fie1d instructors from the schools holding 
group meetings, as compared to one-to-one contacts between the two 
liaison people, indicated the smallest number who felt a close·re1ation-
ship existed (i.e., Columbia 18 percent and Fordham - 15.6 percent). 
We might infer.from these results that the field instructor felt a 
closer contact to the faculty advisor in schools where the field 
advising pattern was individualized and where the faculty liaison person 
was more clearly seen as having a practice connection in the classroom. 
It ought to be emphasized that regardless of school affiliation or field 
advisement pattern, there was no strong indication of perceived closeness. 
Several contradictions become apparent when views of distance were 
examined. For example, although falling next to the last in describing 
a close ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? less Columbia field instructors (30.3 percent) 
than from other schools felt that their association with. field advisors 
was distant. Adelphi, with an individual advising pattern, had mote 
field instructors ? ? ? ? ? ? percent) seeing a distant relationship than 
Columbia with a group meeting pattern. Thcce bi-modal "contradictions" 
tended to prevent reliable conclusions from being reached which linked 
perceptions of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with the pattern of field advising. If anything, 
the "contradictions" lead to the assumption that the intimacy of the 
association might be more heavily influenced by individual arrangements 
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between field instructor and faculty advisor than by any formal school 
structures. 
In investigating the degree of inttmacy between the partners in 
the educational enterprise an attempt was also made to identify additional 
contacts between agency and school people. The field instructor was again 
used as the agency person most likely to be in touch with the university. 
Respondents were asked to signify the frequency with which they had 
contact with school personnel other than the faculty field advisor. 
(See Table 7) 
TABLE 7 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' CONTACT WITH KEY* SCHOOL PEOPLE 
OTHER THAN THE FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 
(N=180) 
Very Quite 
School Person Frequently A Bit Hardly 
Classroom teacher 1.1% 5.6% 22.8% 
Field Work Department 6.7% 17.8% 52.2% 





*NOTE: Key school people were designated as classroom teacher, field 
work department and the Dean. 
The findings clearly demonstrated that contact between field 
instructors and school people was very minimal. In fact 70.6 percent of 
this sample never had contact with the Dean and an almost equal number 
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(69.4 percent) had no interaction with classroom teachers. The field 
work department faculty with whom greater interplay might be expected 
was also not perceived as close. Slightly less than three-quarters of 
the field instructor respondents either never saw or had hardly any 
contact with this department. 
Only mi'nor differences in perception existed between field 
instructors in separate schools. Contact with classroom teachers was 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? so rare that the "very" and "quite" frequent categories were 
under 7 percent in all schools except Hunter which showed a 16.7 percent 
percentage. 
. Examination of the f.ield instructors' contact with the school's 
designated liaison (faculty field advisor) and other faculty members 
supported a conclus.ion that the field instructor was relatively isolated 
from the influences of academia. Another yardstick used for exploring 
this position of isolation of the field instructor was respondents' 
perceptions of the attempts at integration of classroom content and 
practice experiences. Respondents were asked to specify the degree . . ' . I 
of effort to integrate class and field exerted by themselves, other 
field supervisors and s'chool faculty. (See Table 8) 
Almost the entire sample (90 'percent) saw themselves as making 
'integration efforts as compared to'a 'range of 36.1 - 67.3 percent who 
I 
felt the faculty field advisor, teachers and other fietd instructors 
made similar attempts. Nearly half (44.4 percent) of the field 
instructors viewed themselves as making a strong effort. They did not 
, perceive other field instructors as exerting efforts as strong as their 
own. In fact, almost an equal number felt that methods teachers made 
TABLE 8 
EFFORTS OF THE KEY ACTORS IN SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 
TO INTEGRATE CLASSROOM CONTENT WITH FIELD 
EXPERIENCE AS RATED BY FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N=180) 
Hardly 
Strong Some Any No 
KeX Actor Effort Effort Effort Effort 
(percentaged across) 
Faculty Advisor 31. 7% 35.6% 14.4% 7.8% 
Method Teachers 18.9 36.7 13.3 11.7 
Other Teachers 3.3 32.8 21.1 17.8 
You 44.4 45.6 6.1 2.8 









attempts at integration which were comparable to those of other field 
instructors. The faculty advisor (67.3 percent) on the other hand was 
perceived as making greater efforts at integration of class content and 
field experience than everyone else except the field instructor 
respondents themselves. 
Attention ought to be drawn to the relatively high percentage of 
"no response" answers. The prevalence of these "no responses" seemed 
to vary according to the frequency of contacts respondents had with 
each of the people listed. Worthy of note is that respondents tended 
to know the least people in their own position (e.g., 30 percent "no 
responses" for "other field instructors", 25 percent for "other teachers" 
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and, 19.4 percent for "methods teachers"). 
It is clear that the field instructors in this sample did not see 
either school or agency people as making strong efforts to bring c1ass-
room content and field work experience together in an integrated teaching 
format. They perceived themselves as the only group making consistently 
strong integrative· efforts. These views are in line with· their reported 
feelings of a lack of closeness in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? between school 
and agency people in general and their own distance from the school in . 
particular. 
An assumption might be made that the issue of the nearness· of 
school to agency was closely related to the "field instructor's perce.ived 
connection to the academic setting. It is therefore not s.urprising that 
in response to an open-ended question asking for any additional comments 
regarding school-agency relationships mo·st respondents not only tended 
to elaborate on this notion of closeness, but also to answer in terms 
of their own personal associations. 
Approximately 90 of the 180 field instructors chose to respc;md to 
this open-ended question. Half ·of those spoke to the· "intimacy-isolation" 
concern. Responses overwhelmingly reflected a perception of a.distant 
. . relationship between the two settings in social work education.· Rarely 
were there comments indicating feelings of intimacy and a shared 
enterprise. The following type of comment was relatively rare: "One 
of the most important element.s· for me was the close, frank, honest, 
direct communication with the liaison faculty advisor. 
Some respondents felt that closeness depended upon the faculty 
field advisor. The following ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are illustrative of this point 
of view: 
1. " ... it depends ••• I felt close and connected to the group 
work person yet unrelated to casework. faculty advisor who visited 
only once at the end of the semester." 
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2. "My relationship with the school depends on the faculty 
liaison. One year I almost never saw the person and had no connection 
because he was so passive to whatever I presented. Another liaison 
and I worked closely together and shared our thinking." 
Clearly, most field instructors discussing this issue found the 
relationship between school and agency to be sorely lacking in closeness: 
1. " •.. total lack of communication with schooL .. " 
2. "The agency (executive and other staff) often felt unrelated 
to the school." 
3. " .•• telephone contact only .•. " 
4. " •.• met once during the year .•• " 
5. "Never met the field advisor •.• " 
6. "Very limited contact ... " 
7. "Until this past year there was almost no communication 
between the agency and the school." 
8. "The field work instructor and faculty advisor should work 
more closely together." 
9. "I operated in a vacuum as to what course content covered. 
I only learned as student brought up course discussions ••• " 
10. "The wide separation of the two with student in the middle 
is a waste." 
11. "Field instructors are isolated from the school faculty. 
Students are ••. in a situation promoting a split and conflicted loy-
alties." 
12. "Agencies and schools have a hard time coordinating schedules 
••• 1 don't get into the school very often and faculty advisors seem 
equally as busy so they do not get to the agency either ••• " 
13. "I think that there has been a sharp decline in coordination 
between the field and the school due to financial problems and later 
rationalized by some bulL .• concepts. The students lose out ••• " 
193 
14. "Large educational institutions and busy involved agencies 
more often than· not, fail to communicate in any but the most scanty 
fashion." 
15. "I·find the linkages to be weak." 
16 •. "We have attempted group meetings of school field work 
. faculty with our supervisory staff ••• These meetings have not been 
successful. Faculty find it hard to attend. On the other hand, our 
attendance at meetings called by schools is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rather poor 
because we are busy." 
17. i'I have no idea of . what the school's perspective is on 
different issues ••• all my information is from students." 
Some respondents indicated that connections between schools and 
agencies occurred only around problem students: 
1. "Field instructors and classroom teachers never· meet. 
Faculty field advisors become involved only after the· .!:!tudents 
develop problems." 
2. " ••. Contact is minimal unless there is a problem. The 
·school will respond to problems." 
3. " ••. with students who were extremely talented ••• r did not 
need to work closely with the school or attempt to integrate field 
work and school because the student was able to do that ••• with 
problematic students I have had to work closely with the schoo1.'.' 
4. "Relationship of field and school is lip service only, and 
only around problem students." 
5. "I've had outstanding students. Faculty advisor seemed 
less involved with them due to priority problems with le·ss successful 
students. I feel they deserved more attent·ion beca.use they were so· 
good." 
6. "Students often complain about lack of integration between. 
school and placement. We feel faculty rarely contacts us unless 
there is a problem." 
Some responses suggested areas where school and agency might work 
more closely: 
1. " ... Lack opportunity for field instructors to playa dire.ct 
role in the formulation of educational programs and evaluation." 
2. "School and agency should work. together more closely to 
develop course content and curriculum as well as field performance 
standards." 
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3. "I would like to see more contact between school and agency 
with coordination of p1anning ••• so that field work is more relevant 
to classroom work and vice versa." 
Field instructors sometimes expressed the feeling that the school 
was the partner responsible for the development of closeness between 
the two settings in social work education: 
1. "More communication is necessary ••• I feel this is the 
school's responsibility since most field placements are busy with 
more than educating students and this is the school's sole purpose." 
2. "The schools must take a stronger part in visiting the 
agencies ••. agencies are more frequently visiting the schools than 
vice versa." 
3. "Faculty advisor should visit the agency at least once 
per semester." 
4. "More coordination is certainly indicated ••. but it must 
take place on agency premises. Agencies cannot afford to finance 
supervisory staff to go for frequent conferences." 
5. "The school must take the initiative in increasing communi-:-
cation and must look to practice settings as a means of improving 
social work education." 
Various suggestions were made by respondents for solutions to the 
problems of distance: 
1. "Field and classroom should be integrated by exchanging 
teachers and field instructors every two years or so." 
2. "There must be better coordination between school and 
agencies. I feel much more discussion needs to be created around the 
establishment of classes within the agency in close contact with 
current problems of clients." 
3. "Field instructors are remote from classes; teachers are 
remote from realities of the fie1d ••• need consideration of a rotation 
system." 
4. "There should be at least half of the faculty rotating 
between practice and teaching and be aware of practice changes." 
5. "Needs to be more active meaningful reciprocal involve-
ment between school and agency such as: 
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(a) agency involvement with curriculum development 
(b) school involvement with direct practice 
experiEmces at agencies." 
6. "Schools do not give sufficient recognition to contri-
butions field instructors could make to the classroom as resource 
participants ·in teaching special fields and skills." 
7. "I·feel there should be more of a mix, the field instructor 
doing some classroom ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the school faculty to keep a hand in 
direct ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
8. "Field instructors should be invited on an exchange basis 
to do class instruction and so should the class instr.uctors be 
given direct service experience." 
9. "I wish we could have more. sharing of teaching ·and practice." 
10. "It would be helpful to have meetings with school to better 
understand curriculum cont.ent." 
These narrative comments show the concern of the field instructors 
in this study about .the distance between themselves and the school, and 
the school and the agency. Little was said about the cause of the lack 
of intimacy between these two educational partners. "Busyness" was 
mentioned as the reason for the distance by one or two· respondents. 
However, none of ·the anticipated factors were specified ·such as 
difference in goals and structure. The couunents were more descript·ive 
than analytic. It is ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to ? ? ? ? ? that the solutions offered 
for increasing the .intimacy between school and agency suggested that· 
school and agency people change roles and settings. There were no 
suggestions offered for methods of closing the distance between the two 
existing structures each with their own ? ? ? ? ? ? ? functions. 
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Field Instructor's Relationship to the Agency 
UnderstandaBly, the written material related to social work 
education deals primarily with the field instructor's connection to 
academia. A search of the literature revealed almost no published 
discussion of the "closeness" of the field instructor to the agency 
system. The only notable exception to this observation was the case 
of school sponsored student units where the issue most frequently 
examined was that of the accountability of the field instructor. It 
seems to have been generally assumed that the agency paid field 
instructor would experience very little difficulty in being an integral 
part of his agency. Since the vast majority of respondents in this 
sample came from this latter category it was anticipated that the 
same would hold true for this group. 
A substantial majority (82.2 percent) of the field instructors 
indicated that they were accountable to an agency staff member. An 
attempt was made to asecrtain how much influence this supervisor had 
on the assignment of the field instructor's work tasks. (See Table 9) 
TABLE 9 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTION OF THE EXTENT OF 
INFLUENCE OF THEMSELVES AND THEIR SUPERVISORS 
ON ASSIGNMENT OF THEIR WORK TASKS 
(N=180) 
Very Somewhat Hardly 
Influ- Influ- Influ- Not 
Influential Person entia1 ential entia1 At All 
Your Supervisor 31.1% (percentaged 22.8% across) 15.0% 10.0% 






The findings disclosed that when compared to their supervisors' 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in the assignment of work tasks, more field instructors 
(92.8 percent) perceived themselves as being influential in contrast 
with their supervisors (53.9 percent). In fact, 71.7 percent of the 
group saw themselves as very influential as compared to only 31.1 per-
cent who assigned their supervisors the' same degree of power.. A fairly 
sizeable portion of the sample (21.1 percent) did not even respond to 
the question on the effect of the supervisor. It seems safe to conclude 
that the field instructors in this study viewed themselves as the 
primary decision makers in the nature of their agency assignment. 
Since the focus of this study. was on social work equcation there 
was no attempt to examine who might s,et demands on work performance 
and evaluate functioning relative to other work tasks in the agency. 
There was an effort to investigate who was influential in setting 
expectations on the field instructor's performance as a student 
supervisor. Certain school and agency "key actors" in student education 
were chosen. Respondents were asked to rate the degree of influence , 
each had on the performance of field instructors in their teaching role. 
(See Table 10) 
The findings indicated that the vast majority of field instructors 
(87.9 percent) viewed themselves as very influential in setting expecta-
tions for their own performance as student supervisors. In fact, if 
we include those that' attributed "quite a bit" of influence to them-
selves, then 96.8 percent of the sample saw themselves as the primary 
performance standard setters. No other category could compare even 
slightly favorably. In contrasting the effects of agency and school 
· .. ;-." 
I 
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personnel in work tasks and on performance expectations as student 
supervisors, an even greater proportion of field instructors saw only 
minimal influences on their functioning as teachers. 
TABLE 10 
• INFLUENCE OF KEY ACTORS ON SETTING EXPECTATIONS 
FOR A FIELD INSTRUCTORS PERFORMANCE 
AS A STUDENT SUPERVISOR 
(N=l80) 
Very 
Influ- Quite Not 
Ke:l Actor ential ABH Somewhat Hardl:l At All 
(percentaged across) 
Faculty Field Advisor 17.8% 16.1% 25.0% 17.8% 15.0% 
Your Agency Supervisor 17.8 12.2 17.8 13.9 22.8 
Other Field Instructor 4.4 15.0 17.2 18.3 33.9 
Field Work Department 8.9 12.8 20.6 20.6 26.7 
Yourself 87.9 8.9 
Less than 20 percent of the field instructors felt any great effect 
on their student supervisor role exercised by the faculty advisor or their 
agency supervisor. Almost half of the group viewed the influence of the 
field work department as hardly, or not at all existent. Slightly more 
than 50 percent attributed very slight influence to their field instructor 
peer group. 
We may safely conclude, that for this group of respondents, neither 
school nor agency people were perceived as exerting demands on, or setting 
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standards for field instructor. performance. For the group represented 
in this study it was clearly the. field work supervisor himself who set 
standards and made internal demands for his own functioning. An 
assumption might therefore De made that performance expectations were 
not standardized and that therefore acceptable levels of functioning 
would tend to fluctuate from person to person. 
Role Conflicts of the Field Instructor 
The results discussed in the previous section. contrary to popular 
beliefs, suggest that the field instructor is free from strong influence 
on his functioning exercised by either partner in social work education. 
The picture of a student supervisor who experiences the strain of being 
pulled by two equal forces was not supported. If .8. role conflict. 
between educator and service deliverer did exist it seemed to emanate, 
as Sarbinl suggests, from an absence of clear demands and expectations 
from either side. Consequently. pressures on the field instructor 
seemed to be associated with a lack of clarity of what is expected 
rather than conflicting expectations. 
Advocates of the. student unit pattern of field instruction2 
.agrue that the supervisor in this model is not subjected to the same 
role ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as the agency paid supervisor with one or two students. 
It is suggested by those who favor the former that these role conflicts 
lTheodore Saroin, "Role Theory".in Gardner Lindzey 
Handbook of Social Psychology. Vol. I (Cambridge, Mass.: 
. Wesley ·Publishing Co., 1.954). pp. 223-258 • 
(Editor) , 
Addison-
. 2The student unit pattern discussed has the following character-
istics: Four or more students supervised by a field instructor who is 




emanate from the conflicting goals of schools and agencies which result 
in the contradictory roles of educator and service deliverer. An 
attempt was made to obtain the perceptions of field instructors on 
this issue. 
Respondents were first requested to indicate the extent of their 
agreement with the opinion that the school's goal of education and the 
agency's goal of service were contradictory. (See Table 11) 
TABLE 11 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' AGREEMENT THAT 
EDUCATION AND AGENCY'S GOAL 
ARE CONTRADICTORY 
(N=l80) 
SCHOOL'S GOAL OF 
OF SERVICE 
Agree Disagree 
Agree ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
(percentaged across) 
1. 7% 19.4% 23.3% 
Disagree 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
54.4% 
Important to note is that more than three-fourths of the sample 
(77.7 percent) disagreed with the notion that educational and service 
goals were in contradiction to each other. More than half of the field 
instructors disagreed strongly. In comparison a very modest 1.7 percent 
of the respondents agreed strongly that the goals were antagonistic and 
less than one quarter agreed slightly with this orientation. Findings 
revealed some differences of opinion among field instructors from 
different schools. 
TABLE 12 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS' AGREEMENT 
THAT SCHOOL'S· GOAL OF EDUCATION AND AGENCY'S GOAL 
OF SERVICE ARE CONTRADICTORY 
(N=180) 
Agree Agree Disagree. 
School N Strongly Slightly Slightly 
Columbia N=33 24.2% 24.2% 
Wurzweiler N=31 3.2 9.7 12.9 
Adelphi N=26 23.1 ? ? ? ? ?
Fordham N=32 28.1 25.0 
NYU . N=28 3.6 17.0 . 32.1 
Hunter N=30 3.3 13.3 ? ? ? ? 3 











Although 54.4 percent of the total sample disagreed strongly that 
I 
serVice and education goals were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? field instructors from 
Wurzweiler (71 percent) and Hunter (70 percent) reflected even stronger 
views. Less than half of the. respondents· from Adelphi, Fordham and NYU 
disagreed strongly. Differences diminished when both gradations of 
disagreement c.ategories were combined. Results then indicated that 
better than a majority (range = 68.8% - 83.9%) of field instructors . .. 
in each of the schools did not see the educational and service goals as 
antagon:istic. It is·important to note that in three of ·the schools not 
one person agreed strongly with the contradictions and in each of the 
remaining three institutions less than 4 percent felt the same. 
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The next area of investigation dealt with the field instructors' 
feelings that a conflict in their roles as educators and service 
deliverers existed. (See Table 13) 
(1) Strong 
TABLE 13 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' VIEWS OF THE DEGREE OF CONFLICT 
BETWEEN THEIR ROLE AS EDUCATOR AND SERVICE DELIVERER 
(N=180) 
a2) (3) (4) Mo erate Minimal No 
Conflict Conflict Conflict Conflict Mean 
(percentaged across) 
1.1% 13.9% 36.1% 45.0% 3.8 
Median 
3.0 
Field instructors overwhelmingly (81.1 percent) asserted their 
belief that there was minimal or no conflict in simultaneously being 
an educator and service provider. This was comparable to their views 
expressed about the contradictory nature of education and service goals 
where 77.7 percent of the sample disagreed. It ought to be noted that 
field instructors in four schools saw no strong conflict in their role 
and those in the remaining two schools reflected only 3 percent of each 
population. At the other end of the continuum a majority of the 
respondents in half of the schools perceived no role conflict at all. 
When the "minimal" and "no conflict" classifications were 
collapsed into one, more than 70 percent of the field instructors in 
each of the schools expressed this view. In two of the schools almost 
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90 percent of the respondents saw minimal or no conflict in their 
education and service provision roles. Following is a breakdown 














The field instructors in this sample, contrary to the view 
expressed by many educators and practitioners, did not see contra-
dictory pulls between education and service goals, nor did they feel 
a conflict in carrying out their responsibilit'ies in each area 
simultaneously. Supportive of this conclusion are the responses of 
68.9 percent of the field instructors who indicated that their agency 
responsibilities did not interfere with s,tudent supervision., 
Of the 27.8 percent of the field instructors who felt that job 
pressures interferred with ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? student supervisor, several 
indicated only minor obstacles with such phrases as: ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
"sometimes", "to some degree", " ••• at times ••• interfered with ability 
to give additional service to 'students". A small number expressed their 
feeling of interference much more strongly as reflected by their actual 
statements: 
1. "Because of my heavy workload, the amount of time 1 
was able to spend with students was less ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? have liked." 
2. "1 did not have the appropriate amount of time to 
establish the ,educational program 1 would have 'desired." 
3. ,"1 feel 1 could not provide proper preparation for 
student con,ferences." 
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4. "Agency responsib.ility was in itself like two jobs." 
5. "I could not comfortably juggle my work responsibilities 
and responsibilities for student learning." 
In looking for reasons which would explain further the amount 
of pressure on the field instructor to serve "two masters" the issue 
of reciprocal influences of school and agency on each other's systems 
was examined. Respondents were asked to judge the effect of school 
people on service delivery. the primary business of agencies. Three 
faculty categories were selected: faculty field advisor, classroom 
teachers and the field work department. Field instructors were also 
asked for their perception of the degree of influence identified agency 
staff had on certain educational areas. Aggregation of the data 
revealed that respondents saw very minimal mutual affects. (See Tables 
14 and 15) 
TABLE 14 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTION OF THE MINIMAL* INFLUENCE 
OF SELECTED AGENCY STAFF ON 




General Method Field 
Agency Staff Curriculum Class Agency 
Field Instructor 63.3% 68.9% 62.8% 
Executive Staff 76.1 80.6 57.8 








NOTE: * Percentages shown are combined ratings of "Hardly" and "Not at 
all" categories in a question soliciting field instructor 
perceptions of the influence of agency people on four educational 
areas. 
TABLE 15 
MINIMAL * INFLUENCE OF KEY. FACULTY ON AGENCY SERVICE 
AS PERCEIVED BY FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N=lBO) 
Hardly or Not 
Faculty At all Influential 
Faculty Field Advisor 70.6% 
Classroom Teachers 89.2% 
Field Work Department. 80.2% 
*NOTE: Percentages reflect combined ratings of "hardly any" or 
"Not at all" categories in a question soliciting· field 
instructor views of the influence of school. peoploe on 
agency service. 
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In comparing the relat ive influence on each other's institutional 
functions, we note that this sample attributed greater influence to 
the field instructor than to the faculty field advisor. Only l2.B 
percent saw the faculty advisor as very or quite influential on ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
as compared with 30.6 percent who sawothe field instructor as having· a 
great deal or some influence on curriculum, or 23.3 percent on methods 
classes. An insignificant number of respondents (5.6 percent) saw the 
field work dep.artment as having an effect. 
It ought °to ? ? ? noted that in°·every area investigated. (except in 0 
the presumed strength of influence of the field instructor on criter"ia 
for student performance), a majority perceived very little affect of 
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the two systems on each other. Based on previous findings related to 
infrequency of contact between the field instructor and faculty, these 
results occasion little surprise. They also might account for the 
self description of the field instructor as a "hybrid" of both settings, 
and the expressed regret at getting "lost in the middle" ••• i.e., the 
grey area where neither school nor agency touch each other. 
Uniformity of Content Taught to Students 
This section explores whether field instructors perceived them-
selves as teaching within a framework of uniform content and standardized 
student performance expectations in field work. An effort was made to 
determine whether material taught in the field was consistent in all 
settings or varied with each field instructor in each placement. 
Respondents were asked to indicate with what degree of frequency they 
discussed seven topics assumed to be the most cornmon areas covered with 
students. Following is a continuum shOWing those areas handled "very 
frequently" or "quite a bit" as reported by field instructors: 
1. Practice skills 
2. Client problems 
3. Learning problems 
4. Agency functioning 
5. Process records 
6. Personal problems 









Practice skills and client problems were identified as the topics 
most often covered in conferences. Almsot 95 percent of the field 
instructors focused on the interventive skills with 90.6 percent concen-
trating on diagnosis. Personal problems (31.7 percent) and problems in 
- \.. ? ? ? ? ?
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the supervisory' relationship <.25 •. 6 percent) were the areas discussed 
least frequently. 
It might be noted that the process record, traditionally seen as 
a major tool in supervision, was used by only 66.6 percent of the field 
instructol:'s. Question might be raised about what "tool" was substituted 
for the study· of practice skills. 
School affiliation did not seem to affect the frequency with 
which field instructors discussed the. seven topics under consideration. 
For example, respondents in each of the schools rated personal problems 
and supervisory relationship problems as the two areas given least 
attention and; in each·schoo1 the two.most frequently covered topics 
were practice skills (number one in all. 6 schools) and client problems 
(number two). An inference might be drawn from this that the content 
of supervisory conferences, as reported by this sample, was quite 
consistent when using the most frequently and least frequently 
discussed issues as criteria for uniformity. Despite th·is, a saf.e 
assumption regarding uniformity in field teaching is still not possible 
since the specifics as to which practice skills were taught in which 
semester were not explored. 
The field instructors' perceptions of conflicts or inconsistencies 
of what was taught' in the classroom and ? ? ? ? placement were also explored. 
Respondents were asked to signify the degree. of conflict they felt 






CONFLICT IN CONTENT TAUGHT IN CLASS AND FIELD 
















Although a slight majority (51.6 percent) of the sample perceived 
a conflict in the content taught in class and field, only 3.3 percent 
felt it was great conflict. Almost 45 percent of the field instructors 
saw no conflict or hardly any. A small group (4.4 percent) did not see 
a contradiction as much as they perceived no contact at all resulting 
in content that was so different it was considered "mutually exclusive." 
The fact that field instructors indicated infrequent contacts and 
generally distant relationships with school faculty seemed to suggest 
that their knowledge of teaching content was also sparse. This might 
account for the relatively small number (3.3 percent) who felt a great 
deal of conflict existed. In addition, lack of contact while resulting 
in less intimate relationships also lessens opportunities for conflicts. 
Field instructors from different schools showed some variation of 
opinion regarding conflicts between class and field content (See Table 
17). It ought to be re-emphasized ? ? ? ? ? ? very small percentage of the 
respondents saw "great conflict". Field instructors from three of the 
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six schools did not even choose this category. It was difficult to 
offer precise explanations for the' variety of responses based on school 
structure or policy since the field instructors reflecting different 
views' came from schools that did not reveal any more similarity to 
each other than to other schools. Rather it seemed as if variations 
of opinion were due to individual field instructo.r experience and 
percept ion. 
TABLE 17 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL AFFILIATION OF FIELD 
INSTRUCTORS' VIEW OF CONFLICT IN 
CONTENT TAUGHT IN CLASS AND FIELD . . 
School N Great or Some Conflict* Hardley or None** 
Columbia N=33 60.6% 36.4% 
lo1urzweiler N=3l 48.4 '45.2 
Adelphi N=26 53.8 34.6 
Fordham N=32 43.8 50.0 
N.Y.U. N=28 67.9 32.1 
Hunter N=30 36.7 60.0 
Total N=180 51.6 43.4 
*:Great and Some Conflict categories collapsed into one. 
Hardly and No Conflict categories collapsed into one. 
Uniformity of Field Work Performance 
Standards for Students 
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The next area investigated uas respondents' views of the consistency 
of field work performance standards for students. Field instructors were 
asked to indicate the degree of similarity or difference in these 
standards for students majoring in the same method or in different 
methods. (See Table 18) 
TABLE 18 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE SIMILARITY 
OF FIELD WORK STANDARDS FOR STUDENTS 
IN THE SAME AND IN DIFFERENT METHODS 
Students' Very Slightly 
l1ethod Similar Similar Different 
(percentaged across) 
Different Method 16.1% 27.8% 27.2% 





Almost seventy percent (68.3 percent) of the respondents felt that 
field work performance standards for students in the same method were 
generally similar. Yet only 27.2 percent saw them as "very similar". 
Standards for students in different methods were felt to be more varied. 
A majority of the sample (53.3 percent) viewed them as more different 
than uniform. However, a relatively large minority (43.9 percent) still 
believed that standards were generally similar even for those in different 
methods. 
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In general, school affiliation seemed to have little affect on 
field instructors' opinions regarding the similarity of field work 
performance standards for students in the same method. Only in one 
case was there a strong discernible difference. More Wurzweiler 
respondents (22.6 percent) in a range otherwise of 6.7% - 12.1%) felt 
that the performance standards' were very different. 
Respondents' views, by school, regarding uniformity of field work 
standards for students in different methods disclosed some unanticipated 
findings. In Adelphi, where generic education was most emphasized, 
61.6 percent of the field instructors saw standards for different methods 
as being different. Similarly at NYU where only one "major" was offered 
(psycho-social treatment) 67.8 percent of the respondents viewed per-
formance standards as lacking in uniformity. 'ole might also note t.hat 
most of the schools stressed generic education for at least one of the 
two years'of training. From this we might infer that despite what the 
school curriculum professed, field instructors still perceived social 
work as consisting of a variety of methods and educational institutions 
as teaching these different methods. 
With the exception of Hunter (46.6 percent) and Fordham (40.7 per-
.cent) respondents, more than 50 percent of the sample in each school 
viewed field work performance standards as different for students 
majoring in different methods. Columbia field instructors indicated 
the highest percentage (36.4% :!.n·:a range of 21.4% - 29%) perceiving the 
standards in different methods as being "very" different. l This might 
IThe percentages referred to are for the "very different" category. 
All other percentages are for combinations of ."slightly" and "strongly" 
different classifications. 
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be explained by the fact that Columbia tried to make a very clear 
* distinction between their two tracks resulting in the perception of 
strong differences. (See Table 19 for Field Instructors' views of the 
uniformity of field work performance standards by school.) 
TABLE 19 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE SIMILARITY OF FIELD WORK PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
FOR STUDENTS IN THE SAME AND IN DIFFERENT METHODS 
(N=lBO) 
Same Method Different 
School N Similar Different Similar 
Columbia eN=33) 66.7% 30.3% 42.4% 
Wurzwei1er (N=31) 61.3 3B.7 4B.4 
Adelphi (N=26) 73.1 26.9 3B.4 
Fordham (N=32) 71.9 25.0 56.3 
NYU (N=28) 64.3 28.6 25.0 
Hunter (N=30) 73.4 23.4 50.0 










NOTE: "Similar" and "Different" categories were derived through 
combining the "slightly" and "strongly" classifications for 
both. 
In regard to uniform field work standards respondents commented 
that: "Learning goals are often poorly defined by the schoo1" •• "Each 
school is different" ••• "Experiences differ from year to year and from 
school to school". 
*Information obtained in interview with the Director of Field Work. 
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An attempt was made to determine whether field instructors advocated 
the establishment of uniform field work performance standards regardless 
of method. Slightly more than three-quarters (78.7 percent) of the 
sample felt that there ought to be uniform field work performance 
standards with less than one-fourth (21.3 percent) in disagreement. 
Clearly the respondents in this study strongly endorsed the formation, 
of uniform expectations for students' performance in the field. 
Some variation was seen between, field instructors from different 
schools. (See Table 20) Less field instructors from NYU (63.0 percent) 
and Wurzweiler (66.7 percent) indicated a desire for uniform standards 
than those from the other, schools ',(range from 82.8% to 89.7%). Still, 
the overwhelming majority (over 80 percent) of the sample from the 
remaining schools did feel that un'iform field work standards ought to 
be established., Since structurally, NYU and Wurzweiler were quite 
different it was difficult to use institutional arrangements to explain 
the similarity of f.ield instructor views from these two schools. 
, While 80 percent of the respondent1 expressed a desire for 
uniform field work expectations, only 27.2 percent of the sample felt 
that standards were very similar even for students in the same method. 
This data indicates a discrepancy between what field instructors felt 
"should be" and what in reality actually existed. 
Influences on Student Education 
Field instructors' perceptions 'of which segments of the schoo1-
agency ,partnership exerted the greatest degree of influence on the 










COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS ,. 
AGREEMENT THAT THERE OUGHT TO BE UNIFORM 


















actors were chosen for this exploration: field instructor, method 
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teacher, field advisor and students. Respondents were asked to rate 
their influence on a continuum from "very influential" to "not at all". 
We might note that, in the case of the field instructor, none of the 
respondents judged this category as not influential. Almost 100 percent 
(97.8 percent) of the sample rated the field instructor as either very 
or somewhat influential on the education of a social work student. 
Field instructors perceived themselves as the most influential 
on student education followed by method teachers, the students them-
selves and lastly the faculty field advisor. Interestingly, the 
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comBination responses of "very influential" and "somewhat" revealed 
an apparent evenness of influence on the part of the field instructor 
and metnods· teacher. Respondents obviously felt that social work 
education is impacted significantly by staff of both institutions 
related to practice. 
The faculty field advisor was viewed as having the least impact 
upon student education. Approximately 20 percent more of the respondents 
saw the students as more influential on their own education than the 
faculty field advisor. (See Table 21 for a summary of the .resu1ts.) 
TABLE 21 
INFLUENCE ON STUDENT EDUCATION OF·FIELD ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
METHOD TEACHER, FIELD ADVISOR AND· STUDENTS· 
AS PERCEIVED BY FIELD INSTRUCTOR· RESPONDENTS 
(N=180) 
Very 
Key Actors Influential Somewhat Hardl¥ 
Field Instructor 82.8% 15.0% 
Method Teacher 52.8 41.1 2.8 
Faculty Field 
Advisor 16.·7 45.0 30.0 






An effo·rt was made to see whether the perceptions of the field 
instructors··regarding influences on student education were Ciffected by 
school affiliation. Comparisons are shown for the "very influential" 
category. (See Table 22) 
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Attention might be directed towards the responses of the 
Wurzweiler field instructors. More respondents from this school, than 
from the others, felt that field instructors, method teachers and 
faculty field advisors were very influential on student education. 
The difference for all three categories between Wurzweiler respondents 
and those from the second highest school was 10 percent. No other group 
of field instructors assumed such a consistent position in the continuum. 
In addition. Wurzweiler respondents reflected a greater than average 
percentage of all field instructors viewing these key actors as "very 
influential" on the social work education of students. It is noteworthy 
that less of the Wurzweiler sample than those in other schools rated 
students as being very influential on their own and on each others 
education. 
TABLE 22 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF KEY ACTORS* 
JUDGED BY FIELD INSTRUCTORS AS VERY 
INFLUENTIAL ON STUDENT EDUCATION 
(N=180) 
Faculty· 
Field Method Field 
School N Instructor Teacher Advisor Student 
Columbia (N=33) 84.8% 56.6% 3.0% 36.4% 
Wurzweiler (N=3l) 93.5 67.7 29.0 29.0 
Adelphi (N=26) 80.8 26.9 15.4 34.6 
Fordham (N=32) 78.1 59.4 15.6 56.3 
NYU (N=28) 82.1 46.4 17.9 35.7 
Hunter (N=30) 76.7 53.3 20.0 40.0 
TOTAL (N=180) 82.8% 52.8% 16.7% 39.9% 
*Key actors = Field instructor, method teacher, faculty field advisor 
and other students. 
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More Hunter and Wurzweiler respondents viewed the faculty advisor 
as "very influential" on education. This might be due to the fact that 
in these two schools the faculty advisor and the method teacher was the 
same person. Despite the fact that the same faculty member assumed both 
roles, the position of method teacher was seen by more field instructors 
as "ve.ry influential" than the position of. field advisor. We might con-
clude from this that the role of teaching faculty was seen as more 
powerful than that of t\:1e individual faculty advisor. (Method teacher: 
67.7 percent from Wurzweiler and 53.3 percent from Hunter as compared 
to 29.0 percent and 20.0 percent for the field advisor.) 
School affiliation did not affect ? ? ? ? field instructors' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
of the lIinfluence cont·inuum". In all schools the field instructor was 
viewed as most influential, the method teacher second, other students 
third and the faculty advisor least effective on student education. 
In investigating the influences of school and agency people on 
graduate training, special attention was focused on the field work 
experience. The source of expectations ? ? ? ? students.was seen ? ? ? a 
primary· factor in judging influence. The following Table summarizes 
the views of field instructor respondents as to who· formulated standards 
for a student's field work performance. 
Clearly, the field instructors yiewed themselves ? ? ? being the most 
influential in setting expectations for students' field work performance. 
In fact, when the "very" (88.3 per·cent) and "quite a bit" categories 
were combined ful,.ly 95 percent of the respondents attributed this high 
level of power to the field ;instructor. All other "actors" were given 
comparatively low influence ratings. Only 22.2 percent saw the advisor 
as exerting great . influence. 
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TAB.LE 23 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE OF KEY ACTORS* ON EXPECTATIONS OF 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE IN THE FIELD 
(N=180) 
Key Very Quite Not 
Actors Influential ABU Somewhat ? ? ? ? ? ? ? At All 
(percentaged across) 
Field Instructor 88.3% 6.7% 1.1% 1.1% 
Faculty Field 
Advisor 22.2 27.8 26.7 12.2 5.6 
Field Work 
Department 10.6 18.9 27.2 13.9 21. 7 
Classroom Teachers 6.1 14.4 22.8 23.3 25.6 
Agency Executive 8.9 8.3 25.6 24.4 24.4 
*Key actors = field instructor. faculty field advisor. field work 
department, classroom teachers and agency executive. The category 
of Dean was omitted from the Table since the median response was 
equal to "no influence at all". 
Mean and median scores for each of the key actors highlighted even 
more the considerable weight given to field instructors as compared to the 
other staff and faculty under consideration. 
Actor Mean Median 
Field Instructor 4.7 5.0 5 = Very influential 
Faculty Field Advisor 3.3 3.5 4 = Quite a bit 
Field Work Department 2.6 3.0 3 = Somewhat 
Classroom Teachers 2.3 2.0 4 = Hardly 
Agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 2.3 2.0 5 = Not at all 
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Control of Field Instruction 
Field· instructors' responses to specific questions and their 
narrative comments disclosed a .view of field instruction as being 
idiosyncratic for indiv·idual agencies and supervisors. As discussed 
earlier, onl:y 27.2 p'ercent of this sample perceived· field work performance 
standards for students in the same method as being "very" ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Yet, 
almost 80 percent of the group felt that there ought to be uniform 
standards for performance in the field. 
The field instructors saw themselves as pivotal figures in student 
education. Almost ·gO.percent described:the field teacher was very 
influential in developing expectations for ·students' field work practice. 
In contrast, only 22.2 percent saw the school's liaison, the faculty 
field advisor as very influential. Even when discussing overall social 
work education, both ·class and field. 82.8 percent of the respondents 
viewed the field instructor as very influential with only 52.8 percent 
attributing great weight to method teachers. 
The sample· in this study also saw the field teacher as being the 
most powerful person in deciding on who should pass or fail field work. 
A substantial 70.6 percent of the respondents felt field j.nst:ruct:ors 
were "very influential" as compared to·a score ·of 48.7 percent for the 
field advisor and 11.1 percent for the field work department. Although 
differences diminished when· the "very" and "quite a bit" categories were 
combined, the order remained the· same: 
Field instructor 
Faculty field advisor 





On the issue of who made decisions regarding passing of field 
work9 varied perceptions of respondents from different schools was 
revealed (see Table 24). In four of the six schools the order of 
influence was seen similarly (i.e., field instructor, field advisor, 
field work department). More field instructors from Hunter viewed the 
field advisor (93.4 percent) as having slightly more power in making 
"pass-fail" decisions than field instructors (90 percent). The field 
advisor was also seen as more influential (80.7 percent) than the field 
instructor (73 percent) among the Adelphi group. 
Less respondents from Columbia (63.6 percent), Fordham (62.6 per-
cent) and NYU (67.8 percent) saw faculty advisors as influential in 
passing students in field work than those from the other three schools 
(range: 80.7% - 93.4%). This might be partially explained by the 
fact that Fordham and Columbia had a group advisement pattern which 
might result in field instructors' perception of "diluted" influence. 
Also, since in NYU only first year students were seen regularly, 
respondents might easily view field advisors "as need" contact with 
half the student population as resulting in decreased ability to 
effect their "grades". 
Despite the assignment of such strong influence on student 
education to the field instructor, the respondents in this study 
identified a lack of control and accountability of this key member in 
social work education. Almost half of the sample specified a distant 
relationship with their school liaison, with 75.5 percent not indicating 




FIELD INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS BY SCHOOL OF 
STRONG INFLUENCES* OF FIELD INSTRUCTOR, 
FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR AND FIELD t.]ORK DEPARTMENT 
IN DECIDING WHO PASSES AND FAILS FIELD WORK 
(N=180) 
Field Field 
N Instructor Advisor 
N=3, 84.9% 63.6% 
Wurz'Y'ei1er N=3l 87.1 80.7 
Adelphi N=26 73.0 80.7 
Fordham N=32 96.9 62.6 
NYU N=28 . 92.9 67.8 
Hunter N=30 90.0 93.4 
TOTAL N=l80· 87.8% 74.5% 













Respondents were asked to indicate which topics were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
frequently with their faculty advisors. Four common topics were desig-
nated: agency service, student's practice, field instructors' supervisory 
skills and school curriculum. Findings revealed that not one of these 
areas was discussed very frequently by a majority of the field instructors. . . 
Even "student's practice", which we might have assumed would be the most 
frequently covered topic, was considered very frequently in only 45 percent 
of the cases. 
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Only 6.7 percent of the. field ins.tructors identified their own 
supervisory practice as a very frequent topic of discussion with the 
school liaison. From this we might infer that how the person teaches 
was not seen as an essential item in conferences between the field 
instructor and the faculty advisor. The two might work together on 
developing an "educational diagnosis" of the student but, what to do 
about it was left primarily to the field instructor to figure out. 
TABLE 25 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' IDENTIFICATION OF THE FREQUENCY 
OF POPULAR TOPICS* DISCTJSSED WITH THE 
FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 
(N=180) 
Very Quite Hardly 
Item Discussed Frequently A Bit At All 
Agency Service 5.0% 29.4% 41.4% 
Student's Practice 45.0% 30.6% 11.7% 
Your Supervisory Practice 6.7% 31.1% 35.0% 
School Curriculum 3.3% 24.4% 44.4% 
*Topics chosen on the basis of the investigator's own professional 







Although there was some difference related to school affiliation 
(see Table 26), discussion of the field instructor's performance was 
never of the highest priority. It was usually second in prevalence to 
the area of "students' practice" when the "very frequent" and"quite a 
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bit" categories were combined •. Important to note is that only 6.7 per-
cent of this sample met "very frequently".with their faculty advisors 
around their own supervisory practice. More than half (56.7 percent) 
of the field' instructors rarely, if ever, concentrated on this area 
with the school liaison person. With the exception of the Adelphi 
(42.3 percent).and the NYU (42.8. percent) groups, more than half of the 
respondents in the other four schools never or hardly ever discussed 
their supervisory practice (see Table 27).· 
TABLE 26 
COMPARISONS BY SCHOOL OF AREAS DISCUSSED 
FREQUENTLY* WITH FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 




Agency Student Supervisory Curriculum 
School N Service Practice Practice 
Columbia N=33 36.4% 63.7% 27.2% 36.3% 
loJurzweiler . N=31 29.0 93.5 48.4 22.6 
Adelphi N=26 34.6 96.2 . 57.7 15.3 
Fordham N=32 34.4 53.2 12.5 31.3 
NYU N=28 32.2 57.1 39.2 21.4 
Hunter N=30 40.0 93.4 46.7 36.7 
TOTAL N=180 24.5% 75.6% 37.8% 27.7% 
*Percentages given reflect combined "very frequently" and "quite a bit" 
categories. 
TABLE 27 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF FREQUENCY WITH WHICH FIELD 
INSTRUCTORS DISCUSSED THEIR OWN SUPERVISORY PRACTICE 
WITH FACULTY FIELD ADVISORS 
(N=180) 
School N Frequently* Rarely** 
Columbia N=.'3'3 27.2% 63.6% 
Wurzweiler N=31 48.4 51. 6 
Adelphi N=26 57.7 42.3 
Fordham N=32 12.5 81. 3 
NYU N=28 39.2 42.8 
Hunter N=30 46.7 53.3 
TOTAL N=l80 37.8% 56.7% 
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*IIVery Frequently" and "Quite a Bit" categories collapsed into one. 
**"Hardly" or "Never" categories collapsed into one. 
It seems clear from the findings of this section of the study that 
the field instructors felt the s(:hool concentrated minimally on the 
development of their teaching skills. Previsouly presented findings 
disclosed that the respondents felt that they had a greater influence on 
their own performance than either their agency supervisors or faculty 
contacts. The combination of all these results point to the conclusion 
that the educational component is left to the uniqueness of each field 
instructor's expertise in teaching or, to his spontaneous, intuitive 
responses to helping students to learn. 
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Several respondents chose to comment further on the expectations 
made on field instructors as teachers and the lack of interest or ? ? ? ? ?
tro1 in helping them achieve these goals successfully. Illustrative of 
these feelings are the following: 
1. "I feel a heavy burden is placed upon field 
instructors without adequate supports." 
2. "Both school and agency have a limited investment 
in the ongoing training. of field instructors." 
3. "Among the most serious problems in the relationship 
are: 
(a) School 's lack of leadership in defining •.. 
criteria for student performance and standards 
for field work training and seeing that these 
are implemented. 
(b) ·Schoo1's shrinking commitment (financial and 
·otherwise) to field advisement and appro?riate 
standards and accountability mechanisms· for such. 
(c) .School's pervasive reluctance to fail poor 
students and to terminate with agencies and field 
instructors who are not providing training that 
is consonant with school standards." 
4. "Faculty advisors should visit each placement at least 
once per year." 
5. "Different.schoo1s make difterent commitments to the 
agency. My first field .expJrience with one· school was 
very rewarding and fulfilling. I felt a tremendous : 
concern around the student's education and my role in 
that ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? In-service training was given •. My second 
experience left me on my own and as a result, I felt 
alienated from the student's academic experience." 
6. "I feel there should be more,investigation by the school 
into the abilities of field instructors. The schools of 
social work seem to have ? ? ? ? ? ? ? input into how an agency 
selects its field instructors." 
7. "After establishing a reputation with a school as a strong 
field instructor the amount of contact with the ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
decreases too much." 
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8. "I attempted to involve field people in periodic 
faculty discussions but the school was not interested, 
they only tl7anted a place for their students. Nor did 
they ever express interest in the work of this agency." 
Although there was "no question asked that specifically related 
to the respondents' desire to 'have more "help" with their supervisory 
skills, these comments certainly indicated a tendency in that direction. 
At the very least they showed that respondents wanted some assurance 
that they were continuing as field instructors because they were skilled 
and not because the school rarely looked too closely at what they were 
doing. 
Summary 
The field instructors in this study tended to see themselves as 
central figures in social work education. In the areas of affect on 
student education in general, on developing expectations for field work 
performance and on deciding who should pass field work they consistently 
viewed themselves not only as very influential but also as having a 
greater impact than school faculty. 
In addition to their affect on students, the respondents attributed 
their agencies' entry into a partnership with schools as directly related 
to their own desires to become student supervisors. Almost three-quarters 
of the sample saw this as a major, or somewhat major, motivating factor. 
In the ongoing association between school and agency they viewed them-
selves as making the strongest efforts to integrate class and field 
teaching content. 
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Despite the perceived importance of the field instructor, 
respondents indicated that their accountability to the agency re their 
own job priorities and to the school re functioning as field teacher 
was minimal. "How to teach" was infrequently discussed with school 
or agency people. Much narrative comment disclosed a desire for more 
concentration on teaching skills. 
In addition to the perceived minimal focus on "teaching super-
visors to teach" responses indicated that field instructors felt a 
lack of direction from faculty and agency staff regarding acceptable 
performance expectations for students' field practice. These 
perceptions suggest that more work is required.by agency and school' 
to define appropriate methodology 'in the teaching and transmission of 
professional skills. 
Field instructor respondents appeared relatively isolated from 
school influences. Although each person was assigned a faculty liaison 
the majority did not enjoy close relationships. There was some indi-
cation that· more intimate associations were developed only around' 
problem students. Although respondents saw the development of closeness 
as the primary responsibility of the school, they perceived intimacy as 
being a function of the work of specific faculty advisors rather than 
formal institutional ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Findings revealed that field instructors' connections with faculty 
other than the advisor wer'e also quite minimal. Very few reciprocal 
influences of school and agency were perceived. This perhaps resulted 
in respondents' feelings that strong conflicts in the content taught in 
class and field did not exist. Supervisors in half of the schools did 
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not even choose it as an observation. 
Fo"r this group of field instructors there seemed to be no strong 
"pulls" emanating from either the practice or academic settings. If 
role conflicts existed they came from the vagueness of demands rather 
than contradictory ones. Most respondents in each school did not view 
service and education goals as contradictory, nor did they feel a real 
conflict in simultaneously being an educator and service provider. 
CHAPTER VI 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR SURVEY - PART II 
.GENERAL FREQUENCIES AND FACTORS 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? PERCEPTIONS 
The major portion o.f this chapter 1s devoted to the field 
instructors opinions about recurrent issues in social work education 
and their perceptions of the respective staffs of the two partners in 
the educational enterprise. The issues explored are: provision of 
direct service to clients as the. vehicle of choice in practice teaching, 
skills· to be ·taught, generic practice,· ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ·patt·ern of field· 
instruction, locus of theory teaching and different emphasis of school 
and agency in social work practice. 
The field supervisors' perceptions of school and agency people 
were tapped with reference to: comparative competence in practice, 
social work experience, teaching ability, relationship to current 
practice and knowledge about the education of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
were also asked to rate the faculty liaison person as an educator,· 
practitioner and scholar. 
In addition, this chapter discusses the effec.t of years of post 
masters experience on the perc'eptions of this sample of field instructors • 
• Hso reported on is the reciprocity. of effects of various variables 
such as relationship between school and agency, integration of class. 
and field cont·ent, and influence of the. field instructor on aspects 
of academic training. 
ISSUES IN SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 
I. Tools Used in Field Teaching 
and Skills Taught 
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Field instructors were asked to indicate their perceptions of 
school and agency opinions regarding some recurrent issues in social 
work education. The use of observation as a tool in educating social 
workers was the first issue explored. As discussed in earlier chapters, 
despite a consensus among educators and practitioners that social work 
practice is learned through doing, differences exist related to the 
timing of this doing stage. Student observation of skilled workers 
has been suggested by some writers as an essential first step to 
direct practice. l Field instructors were asked to indicate the 
perceived position of agency and school personnel on the validity of 
observation as a teaching tool in comparison to direct practice as the 
major vehicle for learning. (See Table 1) 
TABLE 1 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL AND AGENCY 
AGREEMENT THAT "OBSERVATION OF A TRAINED SOCIAL 
WORKER IN ACTION IS AS GOOD A LEARNING 
EXPERIENCE FOR THE STUDENT AS ENGAGING 
IN HIS OWN DIRECT PRACTICE WITH CLIENTS, 
CONSUMERS, MEMBERS OR OTHER PROFESSIONALS 
Educational Agree Agree Disagree 
Partner StronslI SlishtlI SlishtlI 
% % % 
School 9-:4 iO.6 11.7 






1Discussion of this point is found in: toJerner Boelun, Objectives 
of the Social Work Curriculum of the Future, Vol. I. CSWE, 1959, New 
York, pp. 159-165; Jack Rothman & Wyatt Jones, A New Look at Field 
Instruction, New York, CSWE and Association Press, 1971, pp. 61-62. 
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A majority of the respondents saw the school (53.4%) and the 
agency (53.3%) as generally disagreeing that observation and direct 
practice provided equal educational payoffs. Conversely, both 
educational partners were seen'by most of the field instructors as 
support'ing the use of direct practice as the primary learning tool for 
students. 
The 1960s and early 1970s was a period characterized by a growing 
vocal criticism of what was termed '.'clinical" social work.' Unfortu-
nately many educators and practitioners began to "take sides" and to 
choose the sociological over the psychological orientation, planning 
and organization over direct practice,' and so on. In the 1970s the 
pendulum slowly began to swing back.with professionals aspiring towards 
being "clinicians" Clnd viewing social action and planning as occupying 
a lower rung in the ladder of social work practice. There was an 
attempt in this study to find out where field instructo'rs felt educational 
partners stood in these debates. (See Table 2) 
TABLE 2 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL AND AGF:NCY 
AGREEMENT THAT SOCIAL' lWRK 'EDUCATION OUGHT TO 
FOCUS PRIMARILY ON INTERACTIONAL SKILLS* 
RATHER THAN ON PLANNING AND ORGANIZATIONAL TASKS** 
Educational Agree Agree Disagree 
Partner Strongly Slightly Slightly 
% % % 
School 15.6 23.9 18.9'. 






*Interactional skills are defined as those used 'by workers in inter-
action with communities, small groups, individuals, city officials, 
etc. They are the skills of' direct practice. 
** Planning and organizational skills include proposal writing, program 
evaluation, fact finding, etc. 
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Almost 20 percent of the sample did not respond to the "school" 
section of the question perhaps revealing their lack of familiarity 
with faculty views or academic policy. In the remaining group of field 
instructors almost an equal number of respondents (41.1% as compared 
to 39.5%) felt that both educational partners would disagree with an 
emphasis on interactions1 ski11s.* Almost half (49.4%) of the field 
instructors saw the agency as favoring the teaching of interactional 
skills as compared to 39.5 percent who thought the school would feel 
similarly. Neither setting was perceived as strongly endorsing either 
emphasis. 
The examination of responses to the issues of which skills 
ought to be emphasized in social work education and by what method of 
teaching, revealed that the field instructors did not see any sub-
stantial disagreement in the views of school and agency. Consequently, 
it might be expected that they would perceive little conflict bet,."een 
class and field about the skills to be taught (i.e., interaction or 
proposal writing, etc.) or; the method of learning (observation or 
direct practice). 
II. Generic-Specific Debate 
The next area of attention in the interview schedule was the 
popular generic-specific dilemma in social work education. As described 
in earlier chapters the generic-specific controversy is no longer 
restricted to field and school. It currently exists both between 
educators and practitioners and within the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ranks of education 
and practice. Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of 
* Transactional skills were defined as the face-to-face direct 
practice intervention with individuals, families and communities. 
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school and agency agreement with three statements referring to the 
notion of g.eneric practice and its implications for professional 
education.* (See Table 3) 
TABLE 3 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL AND AGENCY 
OPINIONS REGARDING GENERIC PRACTICE 
AND EDUCATION FOR GENERIC PRACTICE 
(N = lBO) 
Agree Disagree 
°Einion 
Generic practice produces 
a student who is Jack of 
All Trades, Master of 
None. 
Schools should drop. 
method concentration 
(Le., casework, group· 
work, social work 
practice) and offer majors 




as ag ing, etc. 17 • B 
Social work practice 
skills remain the same in 
work with individuals, 
groups and communities. 
It is therefore unnecessary 
to provide courses in 
particular method·s 31. 7 
Agencx School AgencI 
% .% % 
34.5 67.-3 55.6 
15.0 62.B 74.4 
26.7 47.B 62.8 
NOTE: "Agree strongly" and "agree slightly" categories have been 
collapsed into one "agree category". Similarly, "disagree strongly" 
and "disagree slightly" categories are combined into one "disagree" 
classification. 
*Generic practice produces a student who is 'Jack of all trades, master 
of none'·." 
"Schools should drop method concentration (1. e •• casework, group work, 
social work practice) and offer majors in practice fields such as aging 
etc." 
"Social work practice skills remain the same in work with individuals, 
groups and communities. It is therefore unnecessary to provide cources 
in particular methods." 
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Field instructors identified the field as less positive towards 
generic education than the educational institution. Only 13.9 percent 
of the sample viewed the school as agreeing that generic practice 
produced a student who was a "Jack of all trades, master of none." 
This compared with 34.5 percent who saw the agency as feeling similarly. 
Almost 70 percent of the field instructors perceived school people as 
disagreeing with the idea that generic practice produced a student who 
was taught many things but became expert in none of them. In fact more 
than half (5l.7%) saw schools as disagreeing strongly with this notion. 
In comparison only 35 percent of the respondents viewed field people 
as disagreeing strongly. 
Despite their perception that the school was more supportive of 
generic education than the field, the respondents viewed both agency 
and school as disagreeing more than they agreed that social work 
practice skills were generic (i.e., interchangeable) in work with 
individuals, groups or communities. More than half (62.8%) of the 
field instructors felt that the agency saw social work practice skills 
as different with different target groups thus endorsing the need for 
courses in particular methods for each unit of attention (i.e., indi-
vidual, group, etc.). Almost 50 percent of the sample viewed the 
school as feeling similarly. 
Field instructors did not indicate that either the school or the 
field would favor an approach to learning which was as "specific" as 
fields of practice (i.e., aging, child welfare, etc.). About 75 per-
cent viewed the agency as disagreeing with the idea of dropping 
method concentrations in favor of fields of practice. A substantial 
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majority (62.8%) of the respondents felt that the school advocated 
the same position. Less than 20 percent of the field instructors felt 
that either class or field would agree with a field· of practice 
approach over that of method teaching. 
The data indicated that this sample did not perceive as much 
difference of opinion between school and agency as the literature 
related to the issue of generic-specific might lead us to assume. 
Although differences did exist, the overall tendencies were seen as 
less marked. (E.g., Even though 3.4.5% of the field· instructors felt 
the agency would view generic practice as .producing a student who was 
"Jack of all trades but mast of none" as compared to only 13.9 percent 
who saw the school reacting ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a majority still saw both 
settings as.rejecting this opinion.) It was therefore somewhat 
surprising that responses to an open ended question soliciting further 
views on SChool-agency relationships focused on the common generic-
specific criticisms: 
1. "Most recent students. appeared to be less well equipped . 
to function in a clinical setting ••• we needed to provide them 
with enormous input in psychodynamics, human development etc ••• 
Most of them expressed dissatisfaction with the school's class 
work input as it failed to prepare them to practice. 
2. "I am gravely concerned at the gap between school and 
practice - schools going in direction of over specialization, 
. especially .in pI"anning/administrative areas - not enough basics 
taught in working with people individually, in groups and 
communities ••• Want to see a good old fashioned generic masters 
degree with prac tice skills taught in depth." 
3. "Schools' educational goals are not tangible or skill 
oriented enough." 
4. "More electives needed in the field of the aging." 
/ 
5. "As a field instructor I teach tlieory as a practical 
necessity for good practice ••• and to fill many gaps in class-
room teaching." 
6. "Lack of teaching psycho-social diagnosis in method 
class is serious. Therefore field instructors need to teach 
this ••• " 
7 • "Need more short-term crisis intervention teaching in 
classes to better integrate class and field experience." 
III. Locus of Theory Teaching 
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The next area of analysis was the field instructors' perceptions 
of school and agency opinion regarding the locus of theory teaching. 
Few educators or p"ractitioners would disagree t..hat practice is taught 
in practice classes although therse courses are not aimed at concrete 
learning but rather at identifying the central notions and concepts 
that grow out of individual experiences. It is anticipated that this 
content provides a framework within which students learn to practice. 
The corollary that theory is taught in the field seems less 
easily accepted by both educators and practitioners. It was therefore 
anticipated that a majority of field instructors would see both school 
and agency as placing theory teaching firmly within the province of 
the classroom. This was not the case with this sample. (See Table 4) 
Despite anticipated expectations, less than a majority of the 
respondents felt that school (42.8%) or agency (32.2%) personnel would 
agree that theory was the primary province of the classroom. Almost 
60 percent saw the agency as disagreeing with this notion. However, 
the high percentage of "no responses" (18.9%) for perceptions of school 
views seemed to indicate a substantial lack of knowledge about where 
faculty stood on this issue. 
TABLE 4 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL AND AGENCY 
OPINIONS THAT THEORY TEACHING IS THE PRIMARY 
PROVINCE OF THE CLASSROOM RATHER THAN THE FIELD 
(N = 180) 
" Educat ional Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
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No 
Partner Strongly Sl;l.ghtly Slightly ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
% % % % % 
School i2".2 20.6 17.8 20.6 18-:-9 
Agency 8.3 23.9 26.7 31. 7 9.4" 
These findings raise ql,lestions with how respondents defined 
theory. There are two possible explanations for field instructors 
seeing theory teaching as very much related to the field. First, a 
skilled practitioner perceives his skills as conscious and disciplined 
rather than intuitive. The worker would therefore see himself as 
operating " within a theoretical framework which, in turn, would ? ? ?
transmitted to students. The other ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of this 
writer's experience as an educator and practitioner in ll7itnessin"g a 
lack of clarity in the specification of practice skills resulting in 
a blurring of theory (what we know) _ and practice (what we do). In 
this case theory and skill are often seen not as supplementary to 
each other but as the same. 
IV. Pattern of Field Instruction 
Respondents' opinion regarding the preferred "pattern "of field 
instruction (i.e., exclusive or major responsibility for student 
..... '. 
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supervision, and major or limited responsibility for agency service) 
occasioned some surprise. Although a substantial majority of the 
sample (87.2%) indicated that a field instructor should not supervise 
students exclusively, 62.2 percent also felt that the field instructor 
should have major responsibility for student supervision. To further 
complicate the opinion of field instructors on this issue, slightly 
more than half (52.2%) of the sample felt that the supervisor should 
have major responsibility for agency service. On both of these 
questions 10 to 13 percent of the respondents did not respond at all. 
It was clear that although 87.2 percent of the respondents believed, 
in theory, that field instructors should not supervise students 
exclusively, when asked to be more specific they tended to express 
contradictory opinions, perhaps reflecting the ambivalence in the 
field towards patterns of student supervision. (See Table 5) 
TABLE 5 
PREFERRED FIELD INSTRUCTION PATTERNS AS PERCEIVED 
BY FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N = 180) 
Pattern 
Field Instructor should supervise 
students exclusively 
Field instructor should have maJor responsi-
bility for student supervision 
Field instructor should have major responsi-
bility for agency service 





bility for agency service 42.8% 







Perceptions of School and Agency People 
This study attempted to examine the respondents' views of tra-
ditional opinions of school and agency people. A series of rating 
and opinion questions were asked in order to elicit field instructor 
perc ept ions. 
A popular conception"among many educators and practitioners is 
that the school person knows more about the educational process and 
agency staff are more qualified in the practice area. Field instructors 
were asked to specify their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with these opinions by responding 
to each of the following statements: "School people know more about 
educating students than agency field instruc tors" and, "Agency people 
are more skilled prac titioners than faculty .. " (Table 6 sununarizes 
respondents' views.) 
TABLE 6 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR OPINIONS ABOUT THE EDUCATOR AND 
PRACTITIONER ROLES OF SCHOOL AND AGENCY PEOPLE 
(N = 180) 
Opinion 
School people know more 
about educating students 
than agency field 
instructors 






















Since this sample reflected field instructors who were primarily 
agency practitioners (90 percent had major agency responsibilities) it 
was surprising to this writer that slightly less than 20 percent felt 
strongly that agency people were more skilled practitioners than 
faculty members. In fact a substantial minority (42.8%) of the 
respondents disagreed that field staff were more skilled in practice. 
Although most of the field instructors (53.8%) did agree with the 
superior practice skill of agency staff, the agreement was not strongly 
expressed. This data suggests that field instructors viewed the faculty 
person as possessing skill at least equal to their own in their assumed 
practice expertise in practice. 
This sample generally perceived people in their own position, 
(i.e., agency staff who were also field instructors), as having at 
least equal knowledge about educating students as school people. 
Only 7.8 percent of the respondents agreed strongly that the school 
personnel was more knowledgeable. Conversely, 66.7 percent disagreed 
that the school evidenced any superiority over agency staff in student 
education. This finding seemed to indicate that the field instructors 
in this sample viewed positively, their ability as educators. 
Supportive of this assessment is the fact that 60.5 percent of the 
respondents also saw themselves on a peer level with the field advisor, 
the faculty person with whom they had the most contact. (See Table 7) 
School 
TABLE 7 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR AGREEMENT BY SCHOOL THAT SCHOOL 
PEOPLE KNOW MORE ABOUT EDUCATING STUDENTS 
THAN AGENCY FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N = 180) 
n. Agree* 
Columbia· (N=33) 39.4% 
lolurzweiler ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 19.2 
Adelphi (N=26) 30.7 
Fordham (N=32) 21.9 
N.Y.U. (N=2S) 32.2 
Hunter (N=30) 40.0 










*"Agree" category is combined "Agree strongly" and "Agree slightly· 
categories. 
** . . . "Disagree" category is combined "Disagree strongly" and "Disagree 
slightly' ategories. 
School affiliation effected somewhat the opinion of the field' 
instructors (see Tables 7 and 8). Respondents from Columbia and Hunter 
tended to see the faculty as more skilled in both education and practice' 
than those from other schools. For example, 40 percent of both the 
. group from Columbia and Hunter.agreed that faculty had more knowledge 
.. 
about student education as compared to a range of 18.2 .percent - 32.2 
. . percent for the respondent.s from the other schools. Sfmilarly, a' 
majority'of the field instructors in these two schools disagreed most 
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with the idea of agency people being more skilled practitioners than 
faculty. We might assume that the field instructors from Hunter and 
Columbia attributed greater prestige to faculty than respondents from 
other schools. Reasons for this difference are not clear. 
TABLE B 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR AGREEMENT BY SCHOOL THAT AGENCY PEOPLE 
ARE MORE SKILLED PRACTITIONERS THAN FACULTY 
(N = lBO) 
School N Agree* 
Columbia (N=33) 42.4% 
Wurzweiler (N=3l) 61.3 
Adelphi (N=26) 69.2 
Fordham (N=32) 56.2 
N.Y.U. (N=2B) 46.4 
Hunter (N=30) 50.0 









*"Agree Strongly" and "Agree Slightly" categories collapsed into one. 
**"Disagree Strongly and "Disagree Slightly" categories collapsed 
into one. 
One half or more of the sample in each of four schools viewed 
agency people as being more skilled in practice than faculty. The two 
exceptions were Columbia (42.4%) and NYU (46.4%). However, less than 
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20 percent.of the entire sample agreed strongly that agency staff had 
greater ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? skill than faculty members. Adelphi and NYU field 
instructo·rs reflected somewhat higher than average percentages with 
Columbia, Fordham and Hunter indicating a lower than average proportion 
of respondents who felt strongly that agency staff were more skilled 
practitioners. 
In general, the Adelphi (69.2%) and Wurzweiler (61.3%) field 
instructors perceived more frequent.1y than those from other schools 
the superior practice ability of agency people •. The Wurzweiler group 
also revealed the largest portion· (77.5%) of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? viewing field 
teachers as having at least equal knowledge as faculty in educating 
social work students. It seemed that. the l-lurzweiler sample tended 
most to view the school faculty as less· skilled in practice and 
education than agency people. 
The differenc·es in views might reflect ho·w field instruc tors 
saw themselves in relation to specific faculty. Those with more 
positive "self images" would lean towards. seeing the faculty person, 
in comparison to themselves, as less skilled. Discrepancies in 
perception seemed to be less affected. by institutional variations than . . 
by how individual field instructors rated themselves in comparison to 
specific faculty members. 
Some of the more persistent opinions about school and agency 
personnel examined in this study were: faculty are steeped in theory 
and out of touch with practice ? ? faculty are more sensitive to current 
practice directions· with agency people being more parochial, agency 
people are more related to direct practice while· faculty emphasize the 
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broader areas of social welfare such as social problems and policy. 
Another traditionally held view is related to the practice base of 
teaching faculty, i.e., the view that social work teachers enter 
academia after a long, positive history in practice. This has 
usually tended to result in the perception that faculty have more 
practice experience than agency people. The field instructors in 
this sample were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement 
with these notions about faculty and field staff. (Table 9 summarizes 
the responses.) 
TABLE 9 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR AGREEMENT WITH COMMON OPINIONS 
ABOUT EDUCATORS AND PRACTITIONERS 
(N = 180) 
Agree Agree Disagree 
Opinion Strongly Slightly Slightly 
Faculty have more 
practice experience 
than agency people '2.2% 7.8% 37.2% 
Faculty are more 
sensitive to current 
practice direc tions. 
Agency people are 
more parochial 10.6 28.3 22.2 
Faculty are more con-
cerned with social 
problems and policy. 
Agency people with 
direct practice 22.2 36.1 15.0 
Faculty are steeped 
in theory and out of 








Clearly, this sample did not endorse the opinion that faculty 
have more practice experience than agency people. A high 87.2 percent 
disagreed that facu1ty's.practice experience was greater than that of 
.. 
agency workers. In narrative responses some commented that "the faculty 
were often taken at a lower stage of their professional development than 
the agency personneL;" Others expressed " ••• concern about the growing 
prevalence of people with doctorates but with limited practice 
experience on faculties ••• ". One or two !."espondents cautioned that 
this lack of practice experience" ••• did not aid integration for 
students and could 1ead ••• to shallowness ·in methods classes." 
Perceptions generally remained consistent regardless· of school affi1i-
ation. 
The vehemence with which field instructors disagreed (87.2%) 
that faculty had more practice experience than field people matched 
the almost 100 percent (98.9%) who felt that practice experience was 
an important factor in the criteria for faculty appointments. (See 
Table 10) Not one respondent saw this as a minor factor or no factor 
at all in hiring. An overwhelming majority (83.3%) saw practice 
experience as a major consideration in faculty hiring. Being a skilled 
practitioner.was specified as a major factor in faculty hiring by 72.2 
percent of the respondents, second in importance only to the amount of 
practice experience of the prospective teacher. When including those 
respondents who felt that skill in practice was either a major or 
somewhat a major factor in choosing future school faculty, the pro-
portion rose to slightly less than· 100 percent. (96.6%). 
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The demonstration of leadership in practice (90.5%) was viewed 
as third in importance as a standard for faculty selection. On the 
other hand, a majority (59.4%) of the field instructors did not rate 
demonstration of "scholarship" through written publications as a vital 
factor in hiring. It was clear that this group of field instructors 
felt that social work educators ought to be recruited from among the 
most experienced and skilled practitioners. 
TABLE 10 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR RATING OF STANDARDS 
USED IN THE HIRING OF FACULTY MEMBERS 








































*Note: This item was not included on original questionnaire. It was 
listed in the "other" category enough times to warrant making 
it another classification in the analysis. 
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The perception of field instructors about faculty having less 
practice experience than agency people was in· opposition to their 
judgment about what ingredients are vital for an educator in a school 
of soc.ial work. This leads to the inference that the faculty were 
perceived as lacking in adequate skill and preparation for·teaching. 
Approximately 60 pec.cent of the sample diagreed in some degree '. . . . 
with the notion that agency people were parochial in their outlook on 
practice as compared to school people who were more aware of arid 
sensitive to the broader current directions of the social work field. 
Respondents from Wurzweiler (51.6%) and NYU (46.4%) ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the 
highest proportion in agreement with the view that faculty were more 
sensitive to current practice directions than agency people who were 
more parochial in their experience. (The range for the other schools 
was 30.3% - 38.5%).) One might assume that these two groups of field 
instructors viewed the school as more generic, the agencies as more 
"specific". The reasons for this difference from the other respondents 
are difficult to ascertain. Since the structure and curriculum of 
NYU and Wurzweiler were also not particularly comparable it was equally 
difficult to explain why opinions were more similar among field 
instructors from these two schools. 
The view that faculty and agency staff were interested in 
different segments of the social work profession· was looked at through 
asking field instructors to indicate their agreement with the statement 
that: "Faculty are more concerned with social problems and policy, 
agency ·people with direct practice". The results indicated that 
58.3 percent of the sample agreed with the statement reflecting their 
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perception that school and agency people focused on different areas 
of professional concern. One could also infer from this that the 
majority of the respondents might have felt that the school did not 
teach areas of fmportance to agencies. 
Caution ought to be exerted in assuming that the difference in 
emphasis of school and agency on direct practice was perceived as a 
definitive one. -Differences were more visible in comparisons of the 
"slightly" agree or disagree categories. Respondents offered no strong 
endorsement of either agreement or disagreement. (See Table 11) Still, 
a majority (58.3%) generally did agree as compared to 40.4 percent 
who disagreed. 
TABLE 11 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR AGREEMENT THAT FACULTY ARE MORE 
CONCERNED WITH SOCIAL PROBLEMS AND AGENCY POLICY 
- AGENCY PEOPLE tHTH DIRECT PRACTICE 
(N = 180) 
Agree 
School N Strongly 
Columbia N=33 18.2% 
Wurzweiler N=31 25.8 
Adelphi N=26 23.1 
Fordham N=32 31. 3 
NYU N=28 17.9 
Hunter N=30 16.7 











The last "opinion" question was related to the field instructors' 
perception of faculty as theorists who were out of touch with pract.ice. 
Opinions tended not to be strongly definitive. Only a slight majority 
of the sample agreed (53.3%) as compared to 45 percent who disagreed. 
Yet, more people disagreed strongly (20%) with the premise that class-
room teachers were primarily theoritsts than agreed (13.3%). 
Field instructors affiliated with different schools tended to 
view. the faculty's immersion in theory somewhat differently. Adelphi 
respondents (23.1%) agreed· more strongly than those in other schools 
(range of 0 - 17.9%).. Not one person in the Hunter group agreed 
strongly that. faculty were steeped in theory and' out of touch with 
practice. More Wurzweiler (22.6%) and Hunter (36.7%) field instructors 
disagreed strongly with the view that faculty were out of touch with 
practice than those from the other groups. (range of 11.5% - 18.2%). 
This might be explained by the fact that the liaison faculty member 
from these two schools was also the practice teachers. (Table 12 
provides a summary by school.) 
: \ 
TABLE 12 
COMPARISON BY SCHOOL OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS' PERCEPTION THAT FACULTY ARE STEEPED IN THEORY 
AND OUT OF TOUCH WITH REAL PRACTICE 
(N = 180) 
Agree Agree Total Disagree Disagree Total 
School N Strongly Slightly Agree Slightly Strongly Disagree 
Columbia (N=33) 12.1% 45.5% 57.6% 24.2% 18.2% 42.4% 
Wurzweiler (N=31) 16.1 29.0 45.1 29.0 22.6 51.6 
Adelphi (N-26) 23.1 42.3 65.4 23.1 11.5 34.6 
Fordham (N=32) 12.5 40.6 53.1 28.1 15.6 43.7 
N.Y.U. (N=28) 17.9 42.9 60.8 21.4 14.3 35.7 
Hunter (N=30) 0 40.0 40.0 23.3 36.7 60.0 




When field instructors chose to elaborate on their views of 
faculty as related to theory and distant from practice, they tended 
to express agreement. Illustrative of this were the following 
statements: 
1. "Schools need to get closer to the practice level." 
2. "Classroom 'instructors should be more involved in actual 
practice." 
3. "Social work educators have generally been a timid lot 
satisfied in their passivity and reluctant to take a 
stand on professiona,l, issues. They are also not aware 
for the most part, what the changing nature of the 
field experience is all about." 
4. ' "The necessity for the faculty to keep abreast of 
practice and field development through observation, 
education, experience et al is vitai so that their 
'view from the bridge' is not ••• exclusively from 
neophytes (students)." 
It is generally assumed, ond in fact has been informally 
observed, that the faculty member with whom field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
have the most contact is the faculty field advisor. This remained 
true for this sample even when the contact was relatively infrequent. 
Furthermore, this was the oniy relationship which was "institutionalized" 
by all the schools in this study. It was therefore important ? ? ?
explore how field instruc tors, viewed this faculty person as an educator', 
practitioner and scholar. It was assumed by this investigator, that 
perceptions of the faculty field advisor might influence the field 
supervisors' views ? ? ? faculty in general. 
In the examination of' the field instructors' "ratings" of the 
faculty advisor, notice should be taken of the high percentage of 
"no response" answers, (from 27.2% - 36.7% depending on category). 
Although not requested, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? volunteered reasons for not 
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reacting to these questions. The following are typical of the comments 
offered: "Liaison practically non-existent", "Don't know much about 
her", "Not sufficient data", "'Limited contact", "Met infrequently", 
"Person is unknown", "Never met" and so on. 
TABLE 13 
FIELD INSTRUCTORS' RATING OF THE FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 
AS AN EDUCATOR, A PRACTITIONER ? ? ? ? A SCHOLAR 
(N = 180) 
Exce1- Above Below No 
Role lent Average Average Average Poor Response 
Educator 31. 7% 23.3% 13.3% 2.2ia 2.2% 27.2% 
Practitioner 21.1 25.0 13.9 2.2 1.1 36.7 
Scholar 21.1 23.3 16.7 4.4 0.6 33.0 
More field instructors (55%) rated the advisor higher as an 
educator than a practitioner (46.1%) or a scholar (44.4%). Slightly 
less than 32 percent of the respondents felt that advisors were 
excellent educators and only 21 percent saw them as either excellent 
practitioners or scholars. 
There were some differences in how field instructors from 
different schools viewed the field advisor. The following table 










FIELD ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? BY SCHOOL, 
OF THE FACULTY FIELD ADVISOR 
AS AN EXCELLENT AND ABOVE AVERAGE 
EDUCATOR, .PRACTITIONER AND SCHOLAR 
(N = 180) 
N Educator Pr act it ioner 
(N=33) 57.6% 51.5% 
(N=3l) 61.3 48.4 
(N=26) 57.7 42.3 
(N=32) 43.8 34.4 
(N=28) 42.8 42.9 
(N=30) 66.7 56.7 









Hunter (60%) and Wurzweiler (67.8%) ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? saw the faculty 
advisor as more scholarly than those in other schools ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 31.3%-
36.3%). These same field instructors also saw the liaison faculty . 
member as being a better educator than their counterparts in other 
schools. Since Hunter and Wurzwei1er both used the practice teacher 
as the faculty advisor this procedure might once a·gain have influenced 
how field people perceived the advisor. In this case students might 
. provide additional feedback on the qualifications of their teacher· 
which might. in turn affect the field instructor's opinion. 
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With the exception of Hunter and Wurzweiler field instructors, 
respondents rated the advisor higher as a "doer" (teacher or practi-
tioner) than a "thinker" (scholar). In four of the schools less than 
40 percent felt their liaison person was an excellent or above average 
scholar. However, note ought to be made of the fact that more people 
(33.9%) did not respond to the "scholar" question than those who did 
choose individual ratings of "excellent" (21.1%) or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? average" 
(23.3%). l.Je might conclude that the field instructors were not well 
aware of the scholarly pursuits and abilities of the faculty. 
Effect of Experience on Perceptions 
Since it was anticipated that field instructors' perceptions 
of the school-agency relationship might vary with the amount of 
their past MSt.J work experience an attempt was made to examine the· 
effect of this factor. The number of years in the field were divided 
into three categories: (0-5), (6-10) and (11 or more) years of 
experience. A total of 199 variables were tested of which only 12 
were significantly impacted by the length of post masters work. 
Those field instructors with the greatest experience felt most 
strongly that field people were more highly skilled practitioners 
than faculty members (33.9% as compared to 13% and 10.9% ••• p =(.05). 
This seemed to be a logical finding especially if we assume that field 
instructors evaluated faculty experience in terms of their view of 
themselves as practitioners and educators. 
Respondents who were beginning workers tended to see less 
difference in the emphasis of school and agency on areas of .social 
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work. They- disagreed mos,tstrongly with the statement that faculty 
were concerned with social problems and policy while field people 
concentrated on direct practice ,(35.2% as compared to 15.6% for the 
6-10 year group and, 25.8% ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with 11 or more years of post 
masters work). In contrast. 68.8 percent of the respondents with 
(6-10) years of experience agreed with this dichotomy in focus as 
compared with 56.4 percent of the most experienced group and 48.2 
percent of the least experienced who agreed. (Differences were sig-
nificant at the .002 level.) Variations might be ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? by the 
assumption that new workers are n9t sophisticated enough to' partialize 
faculty and field positions and tend to view the entire field in a 
more global sense. 'The middle group becomes more enmeshed in their 
own practice and might therefore perceive the schools as further 
away from them than when they were recent graduates. Increased 
experience tends to bring with it an ability to view school and' 
agency in less "black and white" categories. 
Views of field instruction patterns were also effec,ted sig-
nificantly by years of experience (See Table 15). In, this case, those 
respondents practicing the longest saw the least need for field super-
visors to have their major job responsibilities in the area of student, 
training. Those, in the field for the shortest length of time felt 
most strongly the need to separate the role of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and practi-
tioner. These ,results might reflect the ability of more experienced 
workers to avoid the "black and white" polar choices. In addition, 
increased experience also tends to bring ,with it "greater feelings of 
professional competence leading to greater security in carrying a 
variety of job responsibilities. 
TABLE 15 
RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS, ACCORDING TO YEARS OF EXPERIENCE, 
THAT STUDENT SUPERVISION SHOULD BE THE MAJOR RESPONSIBILITY, 
OF FIELD INSTRUCTORS 
(N = 180) 
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Years of Experience Yes No No Response 
0 - 5 7?2% 14.8% 13.0% 
6 - 10 62.5 25.0 12.5 
11+ 53.2 41.9 4.8 
TOTAL 62.2% 27.8% 10.0% 
(Note: Chi Square = 12.119, Df = 4, p =<..05) 
The number of years respondents worked in the field substantially 
affected their perceptions of the influence of the faculty advisor on 
the development of field work performance expectations for students 
(Chi Square = 22.410, df = 10, p = ? ? ? ? ? ? and; on the general social 
work education of students (Chi-Square = 17.751, df = 8, p => .024). 
In both situations field instructors with the most experience attributed 
greater influence to faculty advisors than those with less experience. 
Also in both cases respondents from the middle group rated the 
advisor as least influential. Specific reasons for these differences 
are difficult to identify. It was interesting to note that regard-
less of experience, the advisor was seen as having a greater effect 
on overall student education than on field work performance standards. 
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This was surprising since the advisor's major arena of work is 
generally related to the field. It seems safe to assume that the 
respondents saw themselves as having the most effect on field work 
standards and therefore attributed less to the faculty liaison person •. 
Somewhat predictable was the finding that the most recent 
graduates were more likely to have multiple majors rather ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
concentrations. This seems to reflect the increased prevalence of 
generic education in current practice. Another difference (Chi Square 
= 7.080, df = 2, p = <.05) which might have been anticipated was the 
fact that those field instructors with the most experience revealed 
the least accountability to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? staff member (72.6% as compared 
to 83.3% and 90.6% for the other two categories). 
Despite these relatively few instances it seemed clear that 
experience made only a minimal impact on how field instructors 
responded.to the issues raised in this study. 
Relationship of Selected Variables to Each Other 
In an attempt to investigate whether certain opinions and 
perceptions could be used to predict .others, correlations were computed 
for 29 variables. The variables chosen dealt with: 
(a) Common perceptions of school and agency people 
(i.e., faculty have more practice experience, faculty are 
steeped in theory, out of touch with practice, agency 
parochial and so on). 
(b) Criteria for hiring faculty (i.e., practice 
experience, skill as a practitioner, publications and 
so o:n). 
(c) Relationship between class and field including 
agency and school personnels' attempt at integration 
of the two. 
(d) Intimacy of the relationship with school people 
(i.e., contact with faculty advisor, field work depart-
ment, other faculty etc.) 
(e) Field instructors' influence on school (i.e., 
on curriculum or method class). 
(f) Influence of faculty on agency service (i.e., 
impact of faculty advisor, classroom teacher and so on). 
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The data revealed very few statistically significant correlations 
between variables. Many of those items reflected the same general 
perceptions in different terms. For example, the view that "faculty 
were steeped in theory and out of touch with practice" was highly 
correlated (better than the .01 level) with the opinion that "agency 
people were more skilled practitioners". This was illustrative of 
relationships which might have been logically anticipated since they 
were expressing very similar views. Another example of this type of 
correlation was the strong relationship (p = ? ? .01) between those 
respondents who felt "practice experience" was one criteria in 
faculty hiring and those lolho saw being a "skilled practitioner" as 
another factor. 
Some findings seemed to reflect spurious connections. The 
perception of a distant relationship between the field instructor and 
the faculty advisor (p =>.001) ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a strong correlation with 
respondents' identification of faculty advisors with whom they 
discussed school curriculum and their supervisory practice. One might 
have assumed that the discussion of these areas would cause respondents 
to feel closer to faculty liaison people rather than distant from them 
as statistically indicated. The only possible explanation might be 
that these discussions were perceived as unsatisfying and consequently 
created a feeling of distance. Experientially, however, this 
correlation seems unfounded. 
Worthy of note was that perceptions of the faculty advisor 
tended to be highly correlated with perceptions of other faculty. 
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For example, those who saw the faculty ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as influential on 
agency service also saw the classroom teacher (p = <.05) and the field 
work department (p = ? ? ? ? ? ? in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? light. Another illustration 
of this point was that when field instructors saw the faculty advisor 
as making attempts to integrate the class and field experience, they 
also viewed the method teacher as doing the same (p = ,.05). This 
data points to the tentative conclusion that the way in which agency 
supervisors perceived the school liaison person influenced their 
perceptions and opinions of school faculty generally. Therefore, 
views of the faculty advisor could be used to predict how the field 
instructors would see school faculty. 
Also worthy of mention was the positive correlation between 
field instructors' discussions with faculty advisors of their 
supervisory practice and their perception of the faculty advisor 
"as making efforts at integration of class and field (p = .01) and 
on influencing agency service (p = .01) .. As the faculty person 
became more involved in the field instructor's teaching function he 
was seen as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a· greater ? ? ? ? ? ? on the service function and, at 
the same time perceived as bringing class and field components 
closer together. 
However, as indicated at the start of this section, correlations 
of the selected variables provided very little help in understanding 
or predicting cause and effect relationships between perceptions 
of field instructors. 
Summary 
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The data presented in this chapter revealed that this sample 
of field teachers did not perceive as much difference between 
academia and the field of practice as the literature suggested. 
They saw both school and agency as choosing the student's provision 
of a direct service, rather than observation, as the most effective 
learning vehicle. Although the school was seen as somewhat more 
positive to generic education, both settings were perceived as being 
doubtful about the existence of skills which were equally applicable 
to work with individuals, groups and communities. Respondents also 
saw both school and agency as generally disagreeing with the "field 
of practice" approach to education. Less than 50 percent of the 
field instructors identified either institution with the opinion 
that theory teaching was the primary province of the classroom. 
Contrary to the critics of agency based field instruction that 
dual education and service roles result in role conflict, a substantial 
majority of this sample felt that field instructors should not super-
vise students exclusively. Practice involvement was seen as desirable 
rather than detrimental to the field teacher's performance. 
Field instructors viewed the practice component as essential in 
hiring and evaluating faculty. Practice experience, demonstration of 
leadership in practice as well as skill as a practitioner were identi-
fied as more vital factors in faculty appointments than demonstration 
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of "scholarship" through written publications. Respondents were in 
vehement disagreement with the idea that faculty had more practice 
experience than field people and indicated that they were sometimes 
hired at a lower stage of professional development than the field 
teachers used in student supervision. From this we might infer that, 
given their high premium on practice factors for faculty hiring, the .. 
field instructors in this study saw faculty as somewhat lacking .in 
skill and preparation for teaching •. This might aiso explain why 
a majority of the sample did not endorse the notion of the school's 
superior knowledge about student education resulting in the view of 
field instructors that they were on a peer level with their faculty 
advisors. 
Of importance to this study was. the fact that perceptions of" 
the faculty advisor were highly correlated with views of other 
faculty. This finding underscored the importance of the advisor in 
class-field relationships since perceptions of this faculty member 
tended to have an impact on views of academics and academia in . I '. 
general. It was significant that discussion of the field instructor's 
supervIsory practice with the facul ty advisor was closely related 
to their view of the 'advisor as someone who influenced agency service 
and brought class and 'field more in'contact with each other. This 
finding suggests the possible benefits of becoming more intimately 
involved with the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? function of the field instructor, an 
area many educators traditionally approach with great reluctance. 
0' 
CHAPTER VII 
SCHOOL AND AGENCY IN SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION: 
PERCEPTIONS OF DIRECTORS OF FIELD WORK 
This chapter is concerned with the perceptions of the directors 
of field work in the six New York City schools of social work. 
Respondents, due to their assumed intimacy with both class and field 
components in the social work teaching relationship, were viewed as 
"key informants" in this study. Although falling within the ranks of 
academic faculty, they tended to have more frequent associations with 
field people than their classroom teacher colleagues. It was there-
fore anticipated that the perceptions of the directors interviewed 
'olould have particular value in illuminating aspects of the relation-
ship between schools and agencies. 
Information reported in this chapter was obtained through 
face-to-face interviews with each of the respondents. The topics 
covered include: the process through ? ? ? ? ? ? school and agency begin 
their relationship, responsibility for, and control of the field work 
experience, linkage mechanisms between the two institutions, field 
instruction patterns and the place in the social work curriculum of the 
practice experience and the personnel related to it. 
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Reasons for Beginning 
The point that organizations, like people t enter into relation-
ships with each other on a quid pro quo basis needs to be reiterated 
here. Partners must have a stake in making their partnership work and 
need each other in order to achieve their task. Although this does 
not guarantee "success" it is certainly a prerequisite for joining 
together. This study assumes that the initial decision of schools of 
social work and practice agencies to engage in a joint educat-ional 
venture is based on this notion of·reciprocity. In this regard, each 
director was asked to comment on the motivations of agencies and staff 
people in becoming involved in field work. The reasons identified by 
the respondents were of their.' own creation .rather than responses to a 
fixed-choice inquiry setting forth motivating factors supplied by the 
investigator. 
Twelve factors were cited as being influential in an agency's 
decision to become a field work placement. For purposes of analysis 
some items were dividied into' "clusters" which showed similar .types 
of motivation. The categories derived from this method were: 
1. Manpower needs 
Example:. "manpower", "to help expand or develop ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2. Status or Prestige 
Example: "Prestige of University affiliation" 
"Good' publ ic relations.: .we r re a training agency" 
"Fringe benefit for staff ••• they see it as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
3. Stilhulation and Lea'rning for Agency People 
Example: "Exciting, stimula.ting and learning experience for 
field instructors from faculty ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
.. " 
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seminars ••• " 
"Like the questioning and curiosity of students" 
4. Staff person wants to become a field instructor. 
Increased status or prestige was identified by each of the 
six respondents as having influence in an agency's movement into social 
work education. The second most popular identified reason was an 
organization's need for manpower (chosen by 5 of the six directors). 
Four of the school representatives saw stimulation and learning as an 
important factor. Half credited the desire of a staff member to become 
a field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as making an impact on their agency's decision to 
become a placement. Other factors tended to be unique to one or two 
of the directors. 
Agencies were seen as entering into social work education for 
"selfish" reasons involving immediate payoff to them rather than for 
"altruistic" reasons reflecting long range investment in helping the 
profession. The term "selfish" is not used in a pejorative sense but 
to underscore the fact well known in organizational work, that agencies 
begin relationships with schools because "there's something in it for 
them." 
The responses of most of the directors reflected a belief that 
social work students provided significant help in delivering the 
service of the agency. Illustrative of this view are the following 
statements of different respondents: 
There is a trade off in field instructor time and student 
output. Figure on the basis of five hours per student. 
If you do some arithmetic you see that a field instructor 
who has two students taking ten hours of time, roughly 
about a day and a half, can assign 20-25 cases to these 
two students so you're getting six days of work from two 
students in exchange for one and a half days of work 
and I ? ? ? ? ? ? that worker would not be carrying six 
times as many cases ••• " 
Possibility that the student would be able to develop 
programs that they might not normally have time to 
develop •••• to introduce new programs, experiment 
with innovative programs and in some very rare instances 
they may think of students as a way of having cheap 
labor ••• " 
••• Most agencies see them as a help .•. not only for ongoing 
programs but development of new programs that they perhaps 
can't convince an ongoing staff member to branch out into 
but if you have a student she'll do it. 
See students as manpower. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? now with budget 
cuts, where should they put their priorities in terms 
of limited financial resources.· . 
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Despite the feeling that: agencies. wanted students. in order to,·. 
fulfill manpower needs some field work· directors indicated that 
"students were underutilized." One respondent expressed the view that 
they were overprotected rather than abused: 
Maybe we ought to put greater demands on our students 
to ..• carry more assignments than heretofore ••• not give 
up the educational safeguards but not protect them as 
much ••• and expose them to what practice is like in 
agencies. 
Only one respondent commented on the "negatives" of having students. 
Even in this instance, however, the students was perceived. of as being 
"correctly" provocative: 
Students sometimes represent different kinds of standards ••• 
become critical of the agency •.• raise·questions ••• want 
agency to take certain positions or introduce new programs 
or be different in some way than they are now ••• 
In this example it seems that if the students provide anything negative 
at all it is that they "rock the boat" of the establishment. 
The overall view of the field work directors was that students 
were a positive addition to agencies and made more of a contribution 
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to the agency than they cost in "clerical and staff time." 
Field work directors seemed to be surer in their knowledge about 
the reasons for agencies deciding to engage in social work education 
than they were about the factors causing staff to move into student 
supervision. Discussions of field instructors' motivations were more 
limited with most of the factors seen as influencing decisions not 
widely shared. The only repetitive item viewed as making an impact 
on staff was that of anticipated status. This factor was identified 
by each of the respondents with such comments as: 
"Status" 
"Status and prestige" 
"Contact with University for important contacts 
and .•• advancement" 
"Competition of colleagues" 
"Step towards promotion" 
"Recognition of achieving a certain level of skill" 
Other influential factors noted were staff members' desires to 
"Expand their service", their feeling of " ... responsibility and 
identification with the profession" and the "satisfaction of giving 
something to others or to the profession." Only one respondent 
discussed the desire to be a field instructor as emanating from a 
negative view of the utilization of students " ... to do things the staff 
person doesn't want to do ••• ". 
The data indicated that the field work directors perceived field 
instruction as a prestigious position and viewed the status derived 
as the primary attraction of staff members to the student supervisor 
role. Illustrative of this point were observations such as: " ••. from 
the agency point of view ••• it's used as a reward ••• " 
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Several ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? regarding the motives of field instructors were 
volunteered·. These implied that regardless of the initial reasons for 
entering into field instruction, ·most staff were quite serious about 
the undertaking once involved. 
By and large most of them are· quite committed, quite 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? quite conscientious and really have a positive 
feeling.for the student. and a positive feeling for the 
school when they ? ? ? ? ? and sense that the school is· tr·ying 
to reach.out to them and· understand some of the problems 
.of the agency • 
••• they are very serious about this job. They come regularly 
to seminars and some of them come long distances in weather 
which. I tl1ouldn' t go out in ..• 
The schools' involvement ? ? ? ? ? agencies was perceived by 
respondents as ? ? pre-:-requis.ite to the educational process: "There's 
no way of learning to be a practitio·t:J,er unless you practice and ••• you 
have to practice in a place .•. ". Although patterns of instruction 
and school-agency relationships varied from school to school the.re 
was no doubt that these field work directors could not conceive of 
social work education without the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the practice piece in 
a real agency. 
The Place of Field Work in Social Work Education 
The directors of field work in this study endorsed the commonly 
held assumption that the field experience was central to the education 
of neophyte social workers. Benefits accruing to students were seen 
as· the major payoff of field practice. 
What's the student getting out of it? ·He's getting a 
piece of experience that he could never possibiy get 
any other place ••• The issue is that there is no way of 
learning to be a practitioner unless you practice. 
Therefore you have to practice in a place ••.• Even if he 
got all the wonderful education at the school he 
couldn't be a practitioner ••• " 
" ••• You learned a great deal about practice, the 
question is did you learn how to do it. Did you 
develop skill around it. If your focus is knowledge 
you call set up a structure to do it one way ••• lf your 
piece, however. is to say that social work is action 
oriented, it is practice .•• then you have to translate 
cognition into action. You therefore have to have 
cognition but you also have to have that arena for 
practice. 
" ••. Skill only comes out of being able to do. 
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The preceding illustrations make a distinction between learning 
about practice and learning ? ? practice with the field work placement 
seen as the setting for the latter. A conclusion might therefore be 
reached that the respondents saw field work as indespensible to the 
education of professionals whose function is to provide a service to 
people. If the purview of this study were broader one might examine 
this dichotomy more closely to see if certain classroom teaching skills 
could be used to develop an approach which was more practice focused 
and less intellectually oriented without losing the more "scholarly" 
aspects of graduate study. 
The importance of the field experience was illustrated in the 
reluctance of some schools to give up the three-day-a-week requirement. 
They continued to desire that greater time emphasis be given to 
practice, rather than to academic school work. 
Why spend three days a week in field work? is a question 
that comes up repeatedly. Why not have other forms like 
laboratory training, whatever that is ••• 
Clearly, this respondent felt that the practice experience 
provided greater educational benefits than "laboratory training" in 
the university. Similarly, other interviewees saw face-to-face contacts 
with clients as a far superior learning tool when compared to the 
observation of skilled workers:· 
I don't think observation is a substitute for doing. 
Observation is a good experience but the ••• student 
has to test himself ? ? ? ? ? •• We may not have used the 
technique of observation enough but that does not 
p.reclude the student having to engage for himself. 
Yet, other responses indicated to this investigator certain 
subtle changes in the views of academia towards the importance of 
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field work. One example is the reevaluation, by some schools, of the 
number of days assigned to field learning. Another is illustrated by 
an observation made by one director: 
••• the academic model versus the practice model ••. field 
agencies are correct in complaining about it. but they 
better do more than complain ••• ltis theoretically ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
that you can train a social worker who never goes out to 
practice at all •.• Schools have a right to confer degrees: 
All you have to do is set up labs in the classrooms •.• I 
wouldn't be happy with it because ft's ridiculous. It's 
like training doctors only in the laboratory method •.. We 
might be moving toward the medical model where you get 
your MSW and then go out for a year as a resident social 
worker. 
Although this observation was not substantiated by the comments 
of other respondents it was, according to the director who made the 
statement, a current topic in academic circles. This, combined with 
the movement by some schools towards a two instead of three day 
placement requir.ement, could well reflect a changing faculty view 
of the prominence of field·work in social work education. 
Important to observe in interviews was the recurrent notion of 
the dichotomy between academic, theoretical or intellectual learning 
about practice and the learning ? ? practice. Only one interviewee 
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spoke repeatedly of the complementary relationship of classwork and 
field work. He discussed attempts to bring field work within the 
realm of the academic curriculum as· contrasted to his colleagues who, 
more often than not, stressed the differences between the two: 
My strong feeling about field work has been not field 
work for the sake of field work. It is contemplating 
how we can keep turning it into an educational, feasible, 
viable. existing experience and more and more not do what 
the class does but provide a proving ground and opportunity 
for the students to use the complex material from all parts 
of the curriculum ••• in the service of others. 
Regardless of the importance attributed to the field work 
experience by faculty, this aspect of graduate training was perceived 
by some respondents as having the greatest impact on students. 
Every study we've made about how students value their 
educational experience, how graduates value field work 
as against other parts of the curriculum ••• it has come 
out over and over again by far, with all the bitching, 
griping and whining about field work, field instructor 
and agency ••. that field work is the most important part 
of their school experience ••• 
In examining academia's perception of the status of field work 
interviewees were questioned about the "institutionalization" of this 
aspect of student education. Yardsticks used to determine an 
"institutionalized" approach to field work included: the existence 
of an administrative structure whose function was clearly the field 
experience, the number of faculty members operating out of this 
structure, differences in expectations, status or promotional and 
tenure opportunities for field work faculty in comparison to classroom 
teachers. 
Interviews revealed that all six schools had a separate department 
of field work. The number of departmental faculty ranged from one 
? ? ? ?... ? ?.. ;. 
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director in Hunter and Wurzweiler to a director, an assistant, a 
part-time person, 14 field work coordinators employed in Adelphi's 
elaborate educational center format. 
In addition to the variation in the number of·departmental faculty 
other differences included ·the nature of the appointment, tenure 
potential, relationship of field work personnel to other faculty members 
and collateral classroom teaching responsibilities. The Adelphi person 
reported that field work positions were" ••• a1l tEmuJ;'ed line positions 
. .. with the same requirements as teaching positions, that is 'up or out 
after 7 years'''. In contrast, the Hunter respondent commented that 
the Coordinato.r of Field lolork was not a tenured line. Rather, 
" ..• tenure· is given to the person who holds the position but not. to 
. the pos·ition .. this person is tenured." The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Director indicated 
for his school that " •.. all have faculty rank .•• inthese tenure 
eligible positions ••• but that a doctorate is not required for faculty 
in the field work department •.. ". 
In some instances the directors identified field positions as 
administrative appointments, in other cases they were seen as faculty 
appointments. The key difference specified was whether the person had 
class teaching responsibilities. In this regard the lol!-li'zweiJer person 
. stated, "It's got to be a faculty member not an administrative post ••• 
therefore "it isa potentially tenured position." .In comparison, the 
Adelphi respondent indicated that the field work positions were "con-
sidered administrative appointments yet they're·also faculty appoint-
ments since ••• all teach at least one course each ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as part of 
the requi.red job load ••• ". The Hunter !Jirector is considered adminis-
. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ,., . ., 
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trative faculty with no teaching responsibilities. Fordham people 
have faculty rank, all tenured but teach only as an "overload" option 
for additional money. 
The involvement of classroom faculty in a field work function 
also varied from school to school. At Wurzweiler, prior to 1972, 
and the appointment of a Director of Field Work, certain faculty 
members in each method sequence (casework, group work, C.O.) were 
given responsibilities for the coordination of field work placements 
in their respective areas. The Director has now taken over the 
responsibility of coordinating sequences and assumed the primary role 
in developing field work experiences. Hunter reflected a reverse 
trend. They began with an overall Director (Coordinator) and then 
assigned faculty representatives from each of their five "modules"* 
to help in the development of field placements. Regularly scheduled 
meetings were held between the Coordinator and the module repre-
sentatives. 
Another variation discussed was the involvement of other faculty 
in the field work task. For example, in Fordham, "the primary 
responsibility for reaching out to the field is delegated to other 
faculty members ••. The responsibility of the field work department staff 
is to monitor, encourage and enable that function to occur." These 
"faculty coordinators" represent each of six fields of practice. ? ? ? ? ?
*Fields of practice in Education, Children, World of Work, Family 
Social Health and Social Integration. 
**Mental Health, Individuals and Families, Child Welfare, Educational 
and School Settings,· Corrections, Organization-Planning and 
Administration. 
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They are responsible for recruitment of placement agencies, evaluation 
of agencies and placement of s'tudents. The Director of field work 
and his associate are described as only "occasionally" performing these 
functions. In comparison it is the field work department (i.e., Director) 
at Wurzweiler, Columbia. N.Y.U. in whom these responsibilities are 
vested. At Hunter appropriate module representatives check out new 
placements but only make recommendations to the field work department. 
In summary, information obtained about the departments of field 
work reveated that each school had developed different structures to 
carry out, the functions of providing practice experiences for their 
students. It was clear that in their approach to the use of faculty 
in the field work enterprise. the schools reflected more differences 
than similarities. There seemed to be no single model for organizing 
field work since schools tended to shift from one to the other (e.g., 
Wurzweiler began with faculty sequence people and then moved to a 
special Field Work Director responsible for placement securement. 
Hunter showed the reverse pattern). 
Attitudes of classroom faculty toLard field teachers was also 
explored with the Field Work Directors. Although this study focused 
on the relationships between class and field one respondent broadened 
the issue to include faculty opinions of field people employed by the 
, I university as well as their views of agency paid field personnel. His 
comments are restricted to the experience of his own school. However, 
this writer would suggest that to some degree these attitudes of class-
room ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? towards field teachers exist in all of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The 
experience of the respondent referred to is summarized below: 
..., ,_I-r II 
Prior to 1947 a separate group of faculty were employed 
to do only field advising with very little going on 
Between them and the classroom teachers ••• As far as impact 
of field work on classroom instruction or on the rest of 
the faculty you can forget it. It was a kind of elitism, 
the alphas and the betas were the teachers and the others 
were the gammas •••• 
•••• chronologically more recent ••• l felt .•• that if field 
work really would take its rightful place with the rest 
of the curriculum that there had to be a change in the 
perception of field work, that it wasn't "work" but was as 
academic as the rest of the curriculum, that it needed to 
have substantive content that would be complimentary and 
reinforcing to class work but also have some unique content 
that could only come out of the direct practice experience. 
And also, for ••• the field instructors there would have to 
be other rewards, other recognition if they're going to make 
a career out of it that would be very similar to classroom 
teaching. 
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The illustration continues with a history of this Director's desire 
to raise the status of the field teacher (Unit Supervisor) to academic 
rank and the resistance of other faculty towards moving in this 
direction ••• 
The opposition was severe •.• lt took 10 years ••• by our own 
faculty. They voted it down •.• They didn't feel that field 
work was ready or field instructors were ready ••• When I 
became Associate Dean I was able to work with other people 
on the faculty who were concerned that field instructors 
get academic rank ••• l was able to get other members of the 
hierarchy to help in changing the statutes of the University 
permitting the appointment of field instructors giving them 
academic rank ••• " 
The material cited clearly shows field instructors perceived on 
a "lower" level than classroom teaching. This remained true even when 
the instructor was hired by the University and in spite of the "clout" 
of an Associate Dean. Interestingly, the field instructors who viewed 
academia as a career choice tended to have the same perception of their 
position as other faculty: " ••• they moved into doctoral programs and ••• 
when they came back they moved into classroom teaching. II 
.,' 
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In a school with as, rich, a history of respect for the field 
experience as' the one referred to in the 'above example the only school 
where an Associate Dean was assigned to field work, the person doing 
the teaching was still perceived as a less integral part of academia 
and as a less competent educator than the classroom teacher. We may 
conclude that if a school field instructor was viewed this way then 
agency staff were certainly seen as less skilled appendages to the 
educational experience not only at the school cited but at the other 
schools as well. This, conclusion finds support in the opinion of one 
of the Directors of Field Work interviewed: 
I think that one of the attractions of field instruction 
is that the faculty member seems higher .•• ? ? ? ? ? if you've 
been a field instructor for 15 years there's still more 
prestige in being a faculty member. 
Also substantiating the described experience are the comments 
of another respondent discussing how faculty view those people 
assigned to the field work department: 
Peer relationships, here,. are very good. Field work has a 
great deal of status. I think a lot of it has to do with 
the high degree of credit the Accreditation Committee gave 
it. There are a coupie of things we do that .further and 
underscore the relationship. First, a lot'of the field 
work people are teaching classes and they participate as 
classroom tea'chers with the 'other classroom teachers •••• 
Important to note is ·the fac't that classroom teaching is seen as the 
"equalizer" in the relationship with teaching faculty and tho.se assigned 
to Ueld work. 
t .' ',: 
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Process of Beginning 
According to the field work directors interviewed,the institution 
taking the first step in formulating a relationship could be either 
the school or the agency with neither side consistently assuming the 
initiator role. More important than who initiated the contact was 
the basis upon which they specifically chose each other. Respondents 
felt that a major consideration for an agency was the alma mater of 
the staff person interested in social work education. As one 
interviewee stated: " .•. if the field instructor is a graduate of our 
school and leaves we often lose the placement ••• " Another agency 
consideration specified was " •.. ideology •.. certain practice teaching ••• 
a Jewish piece." 
The impact of students on a school's process of placement 
selection was discussed by half of the respondents: "Increasingly, 
now about 10 percent of the students tell us about a placement they're 
interested in ••. ", "Students know a placement that's convenient, they 
worked there or it has high status. If it's congruent to anything 
we're interested in we'll reach out to them." 
Differences or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of ideology did not appear to be an 
issue of major concern to schools in their choice of field work 
placements. Only one respondent commented on this area at all 
(" ••. it was a psychoanalytic placement ••• training therapists ••• which 
we weren't going to get in touch with ••• "). 
Two essential factors in choosing agencies were specified. One 
was the potential field instructor: 
Yes, I think that the field instructor is the most 
important thing. If you have a good field instructor 
then you'll have a good placement. If you have a 
terrible field instructor then no· matter how good the 
agency is you will not have a good placement. The one 
single factor which is most· important is the field 
instructor. 
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The other consideration viewed as vital in the school's choice 
of placemen·ts was the. ag·ency itself: 
If we buy the agency and ·the institutional flavor of the 
agency we also generally buy the field instructor ••• because 
our relationship is an institutional one not a field 
instructor one. We're not particularly interested in the 
field instructor,we're interested in the relations with 
the agency ••. Supervisors come and go ••• Still we wouldn't 
buy a field instructor we didn't approve qf. 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? these two statements seem to reflect polar positions,.·. 
in practice the s.chools' procedures were more similar than the 
comments might indicate. Both developed agency (administrative) 
contact ,both discussed certain expectat·ions for the field instructor, 
both visited new placements to assess the agency and both generally 
interviewed prospective field supervisors. 
The remaining respondents, perhaps not as ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in either 
direction, identified the agency and the potential field instructor as 
warranting investigation prior to deciding upon a field placement. 
A number of comments seemed to indicate that it was the field instructor 
who was viewed as the crucial deciding factor in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? choices. 
It occasioned surprise for this investigator since her own professional 
·experiences indicated that many field instructors were used by schools 
without prior "screening", upon the sole recommendation· of a known 
agency administrator. 
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All of the Directors agreed on certain minimal, easily stated, 
standards for field instructors: 
1. " ••. accessability to the student i.e., regular supervisory 
conferences that are substantive, that include reading 
student's records ••. who gets in touch with the faculty person ••• 
on time if there seems to be trouble •.• " 
2. "Supervisor has to pass muster in certain kinds of ways ••• 
must be a certified social worker ••• available to students ••• " 
3. " ••. at least two years post masters experience" (Some 
schools identified 3 years as the minimum expectation) 
4. "An interest in teaching based on ability to gain satis-
faction in the professional growth of other people ••• " 
5. "Development of assignments •••. " 
(a) "An assignment consistent with social work" 
(b) "Real assignments not make believe work" 
(c) "Demonstrate that he takes the educational 
contract with the student and the school seriously 
by doing the leg work of developing appropriate 
assignments. II 
6. "Proven knowledge and skill in practice." 
Despite the fact that the field instructor was often verbally 
referred to as the field teacher, only one respondent verbalized 
teaching ability as a criteria for selection: 
Potential field instructor shou1d ••• demonstrate knowledge 
of content and an ability to teach the content in a way 
that the student can take hold of it •.• understands that 
he's teaching not his own school of social work but out 
of curriculum. 
Most of the interviewees tended to concentrate most on the more 
"concrete" abilities of the potential field instructor such as 
frequency of conferences, credentials, even assignments for students. 
There was only minimal discussion of teaching skills or practice skills 
as a necessary prerequisite for field instruction. One respondent shared 
his school's written material in this area. That document did specify 
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teaching and practice ab.ility., as well as other factors necessary for 
field instruction. 
Teaching capacities and·aoilities ••• These include associative 
capacity, ability to communi.cate. ability to analyze and 
. synthesize. These involve . imaginative and creative use of 
one's professional ·and life experience, facility in making 
associations and seeing connections. Clarity of thinking 
and facility in expression are necessary. Ability to identify 
particular.elements arid examples of a general principle; and 
conversely, to evolve general principles from a number of 
particulars and examples •.• These capacities and abilities may 
be judged from previous practice, previous use of supervision, 
previous written or oral expression in individual or group 
situations, and analytical skill previously brought to bear 
in individual, group or community situations. 
Interviewees, it should be reemphasized, hardly discussed anything 
involving the expectations of field instructors as teachers. 
It is revealing to note that with the exception of " ••• institu-
tional flavor of·the. agency ••. " no other views were shared which 
specifically related to the ingredients of a "good" placement agency .. 
One school supplied ·a written statement on "Criteria for Selection 
of Field Work Agencies" which included such "ingredients" as "broad 
philosophy of training shared by School and Agency, acceptable ? ? ? ? ? ?
of practice, soundness of administrative structure and functioning 
as related to student training, adequacy of student supervisory 
planning, and appropriate range and depth of educational content ••• ". 
Despite the completeness of the written statement, the respondent from 
the school mentioned that there was criteria but spent no time discussing 
it. It seems as if agencies are chosen for more intangible reasons 
such as reputation, knowing someone, use as a field placement by 
another school and so on. For the writer, the question arises as to 
whether the relationship .between school and agency is more personal 
than institutional. 
.,. , 
J--' I j 
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The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
The notion of practice and academia as partners in the education 
of social workers is severely questioned by the consistency of the 
complaints of agencies that they are not intimately involved in the 
process and are only used as appendages to the basic mission of the 
school. The Field Work Directors did not have this precise outlook but 
viewed the school as the primary planner of the educational experience 
with the agency placement seen as one part of the general curriculum. 
They did not support the notion of an equal partnership. 
One respondent felt that equality was not a prerequisite of 
partnerships: "There are junior and senior partners - firsts among 
equals." 
Another described a relationship where the school sets the 
boundaries and has the official sanction for education: 
Partnership has to be defined very clearly ••. they have a 
role to play but we can't give a double message •.• You have 
to involve and respect what your field training centers 
can offer ••• If you give the wrong message and say whatever 
you tell .us we can do, it's not accurate. You have to be 
clear about what is appropriate and who bears the responsi-
bility of the University ••• The school is the senior partner 
because it carries the contract with the students and the 
University. 
At times there seemed to be reluctance in saying that the partner-
ship was not an equal one. Still, the underlying message was that it 
was the school who had the greatest responsibility for the educational 
component with the agency deciding whether they wanted to enter into 
or continue the association • 
••• It doesn't mean that when you say equality of partner-
ship that the school isn't going to retain some prerogatives 
? ? ? ? ? ?;)0' i J 
and the agency other prerogatives ••• We will still control 
the grade and still have a great deal.to say about whether 
or not we consider an assignment appropriate - but on the 
other hand the agency will control other things such as 
deciding if they want ••• students and what they're able to 
offer... . 
The field work faculty interviewed did not see the "use" of 
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agencies as something to be avoided •. Rather, there was an acceptance 
of a quid pro quo in any inter-organizational relationship. Illustra-
tive of this view was·the following statement: 
There's always a question that everyone of us has: 'lolhat' s 
in it for me?' ••• There isn't a transaction that takes place 
without that component ••• There's nothing negative about being 
used' ••• absolutely nothing .•• When I have a. relationship with 
another human' being I am being used as well as making use·of. 
That's a transaction. There's nothing wr9ng with my own 
vested interest in this .•• The intention ••• is·the complementary 
needs that both parties come together around ••• 
The opinions of the Field Work Directors seemed to substantiate 
the "accusations" of agencies that they were not treated as equals in 
the educational partnership. In this regard, half the respondents 
raised question with the assumption that agencies, in practice, really 
wanted. to be involved in the life of the educational institutio.n and 
were being prevented from doing so by the school. 
The agency's contact with the school is B. 'necessary evil' 
type of contact ••• no payoff to the agencies. They do what 
they have to do but they won't devote any resources beyond 
that ••• 
••• They're eager and conscientious ••• then they find it too 
demanding •••. 
Agencies have forgotten that the development of social work 
education asa specialized function occurred because the 
agencies delegated it to the schools and now they think that 
since they've delegated it they no longer have a responsi-
bility for it. As a result what happens is you develop ••• schools 
of social work ••• who are increasingly serving one master, not 
two, and this master is the university rather than the field ••• 
I think the field better wake up real fast and start pushing 
". I"' 7 
.... , ... I 
their weight around and getting the schools of social work 
to be. much. more responsive to the field. But, this will 
only happen when the field understands that the training of 
social workers is related to the goals of the agency ••• If 
they don't see it as related ••• obviously they're not going 
to be involved and so what they get are practitioners 
trained according to some academic model ••• 
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An additional observation made was that regardless of stated 
desires, in reality there was no involvement of school or agency 
people in each other's institutional systems: 
They don't really ask their faculty advisor's opinion about 
the service, the way we don't really ask their opinion about 
the school. 
Relationships between school and agency were perceived as 
"primarily around field work." In only one school did a respondent 
report on the recent formation of a "task force" of faculty and agency 
executives to look at curriculum. student characteristics and assign-
ments. Another Director referred to an experience like this involving 
one agency with a school student unit. In most instances, however, 
the field instructor was the main contact person and field work the 
major area of discussion. 
Recurrent Strains and Tensions on Relationships 
Attention is now directed to an examination of issues causing 
strain in the school-agency relationship from the perspective of Field 
t-1ork Directors. Of major interest in this section is how organizational 
differences, ideological conflicts, variations in class and field 
teaching content and the "generic-specific" debate are viewed as 




Differences in Organizational Structures and Goals: 
The Bureaucratic Versus the Collegial Issue 
Field Work Directors were divided in their assessment of structural 
differences of universities and social. welfare agencies. Some felt that 
there was no difference between the two and therefore not" a cause of 
tension in the relationship. 
I think that there are some schools that are very 
bureaucratic and authoritarian"and the collegial input 
is really form and not substance ••• Some agencies have 
more collegial input than you give them credit for ••• 
not much of a difference between the two. " 
The collegial-bureaucratic distinction is a myth 
perpetuated by the Universities. Schools are 
certainly as bureaucratic and possibly more competitive 
than agencies. The competition between faculty members 
is covered up ••• it's more covert and more implicit but 
it is there. The schools "are complex bureaucracies 
with all of the comp1ications"of bureaucracies. So whoever 
puts forth this collegial myth is gilding the lily. 
Other respondents accepted the existence of organizational 
differences but stressed the fact that areas of cooperation were 
available and numerous. 
I buy part of it. There are differences. we're not 
the same but even though we're "not the same there's 
a place for togetherness and we have to cooperate ••• 
The two institutions are not identica1 •.• Each 
institution's difference has to be respected but 
it doesn't mean that they result in complete 
antagonism. There "are grounds for cooperation so 
long as we ••• don't"expect that there's going to be 
complete congruence ••• that's ridiculous. 
Two of the intervi"ewees felt that the organizational structures 
of school and agency were clearly disparate • 
••• a "school by its nature is more collegial. There's 
such a thing as academic freedom ••• Agency is more 
bureaucratic ••• has a supervisory structure ••• schoo1 has 
no 'mentor' system but faculty may use each other for 
consultation. 
" .J.' , 
There are differences ll7hich grow cut of function ••• One is 
the delivery of something while the other is really the 
pioneering of ideas and there's a much broader allowance 
of freedom and independence in that ••• Agencies are set up 
in terms of avertical hierarchy ••• a passing down ••• ln a 
school there is also a vertical hierarchy but it is ••• 
indented by the collegial relationships ••• The faculty in 
concert really set policy whereas in an agency that's 
really a theoretical notion ••• policy is set by Board and 
Executive with staff people being the heir to policy ••• 
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Responses were more related to whether variations in organizational 
structures existed rather than to a specific examination of how these 
differences might effect the school-agency relationship. As a result, 
discussion of this issue tended to be "theroretical" instead of dealing 
with observations of actual transactions between the two institutions. 
There was no identification of strains which could be specifically 
attributed to organizational differences. The theoretical discussions 
identifying differences between "collegial" and "bureaucratic" 
organizational forms seduced respondents from citing specific problems 
which might be caused by these variations in institutional structures. 
A recurrent theme was discerned throughout the interviews. The 
topics of academic freedom and faculty accountability were raised 
repeatedly. Respondents' diverse views and perceptions of these issues 
are illustrated by the following comments: 
The University gives tremendous freedom to every faculty 
member to teach what he wants ••. since this is really a 
community of scholars .•. rather than representing 'someone 
up there' • 
••• university furthers the autonomy of the teacher who has 
responsibility indirectly to his colleagues and not to the 
bureaucracy ••• On the other hand this system may just be a 
cover-up for a lot of incompetent faculty members who ••• 
maintain the same level of teaching over a period of many 
years ••• 
." .t" 
? ? ? ? ? I· •.. •·· 
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Although the issue of "teacher accountability" seemed to be an 
intra rather than inter-organizational concern it is referred to here 
because of its impact on the school's attitude towards, and expectations 
of, the field instructor. As different patterns of field advising were 
discussed, the notion of academic freedom for a field teacher, from an 
outside ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? became a crucial area of investigation. Field Work 
Directors' responses reflected the conflict between independence and 
creativity in teaching on the one hand, and the need for standards ? ? ?
an acceptable level of teaching skill on the other. The basic dilemma 
was how to insure the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (quality of teaching) while maintaining the 
former (creativity). 
Generic-Specific Debate 
Three observations ought to be made about the'comments of the Field 
Work Directors regarding the most popular "argument" between practice and 
academia. First, there was a lack of agreement among respondents on a 
definition or acceptance of generic pracGice. Second, there was doubt 
expressed about the reality of teaching Jeneric practice' when most place-
ment agencies were ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and could not provide assignments varied 
enough to include work with, individuals, groups and ·communities. The 
last observation was that almost all of .the respondents felt that methods 
education should not be dropped in favor 6f "field of practice" majors 
(e.g. aging, child welfare etc.). This remained constant even where 
the Field Work Directors came from a school using the field of practice 
approach. 
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Comments follow which are illustrative of respondants' differing 
views of the reality of generic practice: 
I never use that word ••• l don't know it it's real ••• 
I have no argument with the two track system ••• l don't 
think when we ? ? ? ? generic that in includes planning or 
CO ••• but ••• to split groups and individuals at this 
point is regressive ••• 
I don't know if there is a common core of social work 
skills ••• l think you have some core things ••• values are 
core ••• but there are unique methods and each one of those 
methods carries with it something unique in terms of its 
way of working and logic of thinking ••• 
There is a core of social workskills cutting across method lines ••• 
••• We feel there is a general base to what all social 
workers have to know ••• 
The preceding opinions reflect the absence of a monolithic perception 
held by all schools that "generic is best" perhaps dispelling the idea 
that the generic-specific argument is only between practice and academia. 
The view that schools could not teach practice from a generic 
base, because the field by its very nature curtailed it, is highlighted 
by the following examples: 
I know it's in the curriculum but I don't think we've 
been able to provide generic assignments in the field ••• 
Generic placements aren't really generic ••• It's easier 
to get individual and family placements than those 
providing group or community assignments ••• 
Despite the differences and problems put forth in defining, 
accepting or teaching generic practice, the Field toJork Directors inter-
vi.ewed were more consistently united in their negative opinion about the 
more "specific" field of practice approach. 
/'/' l 
I think it's wrong. The key thing is to learn both 
generic and specific aspects of method ••• Nobody trains 
specifically for a field of practice which they enter into 
for their entire careers ••• most professionals are involved 
in at least two or three fields of practice in their lives. 
That says that the ? ? ? ? ? ? is able to train people for their 
'field of practice. 
I think it's too narrow. The students should have as broad 
a base as possible in order to give themselves the utmost 
access to the employment market. They need a little time 
to learn about where they want to specialize ••• there's an 
increasing drive towards specialization after graduation. 
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The discussion of strain between school and agency as a result of 
differences about generic or specific education was not handled'directly. 
Rather the focus of each respondent was on his/her ? ? view of ,this 
issue. One might infer, however, that tension ,would exist when the 
unanimity of feeling about not engaging in field of practice education 
clashed with the field's classic criticism that schools ,turned out 
students who knew a "little bit about a lot of things" and 'not enough 
about any specific setting. Also reflecting tension was the lack,of 
"generic" assignments to meet the school's need of a "generic" practice 
curriculum. 
Conflicts in Ideology and Content 
Between Class and Field 
In general ideological conflicts were not seen as provoking 
tensions between school and agency: 
I can't get too excited about these issues. 
No problem at this schooL 
It comes up occasionally. It's not rampant, not by any 
means. What comes up ? ? ? ? ? often is that even ? ? ? ? ? ? the 
framework of practice'is the same between classroom teacher 
and field instructor they might manage the case differently. 
0", .-, . 
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The one area of ideological strain identified was that between 
the agency teaching "therapy" and the school teaching "social work". 
Respondents emphasized that not all agenices did this. However, their 
perception about schools was that they were educating social workers 
for employment in agencies and not therapists for private practice. 
One Director indicated that " ••• some agencies don't choose us because 
we're not psychoanalytic enough ••• " Another felt that the strain was 
caused more by students than agencies -
••• Some come to school in order to go into private practice. 
We're going to train them they way we want but if they want 
to hang a shingle out after they graduate we can't stop them. 
Interviewees indicated that whatever "ideological" conflicts did 
exist were reflected in a lack of student assignments which would 
fulfill curriculum needs: 
The right learning assignments are not provided and the 
student feels he's not getting what's being taught in 
the classroom. 
Assignments in agency don't fulfill school needs. 
In general there was a surprising lack of awareness of conflicts 
in ideology or teaching content between class and field. Based on her 
own experiences as a field instructor and faculty advisor, this writer 
suggests that the view that ideological issues and teaching content 
were not in conflict might reflect a lack of intimacy with both class 
and field personnel around these areas rather than a factual assessment. 
I· 
289 
Field Instruction Patterns 
Interviews revealed a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? picture of field instruction patterns 
and preferences..with each school utilizing one or more of the following 
forms: 
1. Traditional - One to three students supervised by an agency 
staff ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2. School Unit - Four to six students placed in an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with a 
field instructor and salaried by a specific school of social work. The 
person may also have a "professor" ·title. 
3. Agency Unit - Four to ? ? ? students not. necessarily from the. 
same school but all placed in. an agency·with a field instructor selected 
.and paid for by the agency. 
4. Educational·Center - A number of agencies grouped together 
either geographically or by fields of practice. Althought the school 
provides a Field Work Coordinator, the field instructor is still an 
agency employee with responsibility for the supervision of from one to 
three students. 
Multiple student ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? whether from the same or different 
schools, were judged by all respondents as providing better learning 
experiences for students and increased benefits· to agencies and field 
supervisors. Examples of this pOint of view were: 
••• 1 have very, very firm convictions that students learn 
and the field instructor also grows ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
professionally when there is more than one student ••• 
••• It's ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? as a matter of preference, I wouldn't say 
.policy, that a student not be isolated in an agency, 
particularly the younger student, that there's peer support. 
There is mutual learning from one another where you have 
I· 
I / 
two or more students. Where you have a group of students 
either all from one school or from several schools there's 
a lot of teaching that can go on in that Unit that is time 
saving for the field instructor and the agency ••• 
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The endorsement of multiple placements was tempered by precautionary 
comments which would preclude making it a set school policy. 
The policy needs to be flexible since ••• in some instances 
I believe that having a single student with a particular 
single field instructor is better, more tailor made. But 
the pattern generally should be multiple placement as well 
as Unit. 
Interviews revealed that a school's choice of field instruction 
pattern was effected by a variety of factors in addition to the prefer-
ence of a perceived "best" approach. 
We would like everyone to be in an Educational Center 
but that's not real ••• it takes away a lot of your 
flexibility for example political settings might not 
fit into a Center or there's agency turnover and we 
need individual agencies to make up for those we lose 
each year ••• 
Finances were seen as a constraint on choice of field instruction 
pattern. In a school where Units were the preferred method almost half 
of them were supported ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? government grants or private foundations. 
These external funding sources were often time limited or "fickle" in 
the sense of changing their allotment of funds as one need became more 
"political" than another. 
A conclusion might be reached that the educational "philosophy" 
of a school was impacted by such factors as need for placements, agency 
readiness and finances. Therefore, a Director might view the optimal 
educational experience in a way different than practiced by the school. 
For example one respondent spoke at lenglth about a preference in having 
" ••• students in Units of 6-8 consisting of students from other schools ••• 
291 
where the field instructor would be an agency employee". His rationale 
for an agency hiring a special student supervisor was: 
I assume the agency :1,s interested in contributing to the 
solution of social problems .f,acing society and the training 
of competent social workers is a step in that direction ••• 
Here's your chance for about $20,000 ••• 
This co.nclusicm, however, would be questioned by another 
respondent who felt that· despite other constraints an examination of 
the number of students educated in a particular pattern of field work 
would reflect the policy and position of the school •. 
Statistics are by design not happenstance ••• They are 
? ? ? ? ? ? on educational philosophy ••• 
And· supporting. this pOint of view ••• 
• •• We have no units by design ••• predicated on the ••• 
notion that social work had to be done ••• had to be 
anchored in a real agency and that a social worker 
therefore had to be part of the staff of that agency ••• 
that the issue of developing a Unit immediately built 
in protection for the student which made it an 
artificial experience. 
Historically, discussions of school-agency. relationships have 
revolved primarily around the traditional field work association 
between the two,· (i.e., Agency supervisor, 1-3 students). One of the 
major criticisms of this pattern has .·been that the field instructor 
suffered from a role conflict between educator and service provider. 
The result of this conflict was seen. as either a loss of the educational 
function, or the service function, depending· on whether the field 
instructor wore the practice or academic "hat". A choice between the 
two is seen,.by proponents of this view, as inevitable. Field work 
Directors, as representatives of faculty who hold thi"s view, discussed 
it in the following ways:· 
••• Sometimes the agency unfortunately doesn't lend the 
kind of sanction for the time ••• that the field supervisor 
ought to have for the handling of two students ••• 
••• They do it as a contribution to social work education 
but if demands of the agency become heavy,they still feel 
the employee should be giving the service first ••• 
The strain is upon the number of hours in the day. Our 
responsibility is education. We want to see that the 
student gets well educated. Our secondary and minor 
interest is the service. The agency's major preoccupation 
is service delivery, education is a sideline. And that's 
the strain. It gets expressed in the "fact that while we 
ask that the field instructor be relieved of other responsi-
bilities in a lot of instances this becomes an extra that 
a field instructor takes on as an interest in professional 
self development. 
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As might be expected faculty perceptions were not monolithic. 
Different views were reflected in the opinions of other Field Work 
Directors on the same issue of field instructor role conflict: 
I think it's bull ••• making a mountain out of mole hill. 
I ••• like the service and education idea ••• I'm always 
skeptical of a doing profession that isolates the 
educational component too far away from the doing 
component ..• r would want the field instructor to be 
involved in practice as I llould t.rant people teaching 
in a school of social work to be involved in practice ••• 
I think it's overplayed. I have really yet to see, and 
I'm not even talking about the experienced supervisor ••• 
where the student gets the short end of it because 
agency priorities or pressures interfere ••• 
Despite the expression of some views indicating no perceived role 
conflict for the field instructor, all but one of the respondents felt 
that the Unit pattern of field instruction yielded the greatest 
integration of service and educational goals as well as the most 
intensive educational experience for students. In addition, the content 
of field instruction and the competence of the supervisor were seen as 
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more suceptible to observation and control by the school. This was 
viewed as a vehicle through which quality field instruction could be 
insured. 
Certainly when a person is full time this is their full 
commitment and I think they have a great deal more to offer •. 
In the student unit there's a great deal of peer support and 
peer learning that goes on. I think there's a greater connection 
with the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and it becomes real field teaching. 
Unit has greatest integration of practice and education •••. 
field and school ••• Field Instruction Center is next with 
individual agency having the least ••• 
••• with faculty paid supervisor there is greater communication 
because person is on campus ••• 
••• the identification with education becomes much more 
profound. It think it facilitiates the integration. of the 
curriculum at the school as well· as the field curriculum. 
I think these are people who are ••• cohorts in relation to 
education out there ••• The priorities ••• of an agency whose 
raison d'etre is not education, its service ••• keeping the 
educational component in the forefront is supported enormously 
by having someone who has the continuity. of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and the 
depth of the experience. That perspn becomes invaluable at 
least from the standpoint of the Sdlool ••• 
The connection of the field instructor to the University seemed 
to be the most important single factor causing respondents to favor 
this pattern of field instruction above others. Contact, communication 
and control were obviously more ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in a school sponsored 
student unit. However, agency units were seen as providing an edu-
cational experience of equal quality. In t·his case the supervisor's 
full time commitment to field instruction and his ? ? ? ? ? ? part of the 
agency system were seen as legitimate trade--offs to direct involvement 
with the University. 
. . I will not differentiate between the quality of field 
instruction provided by someone who's a :faculty field 
instructor or someone who's the unit field instructor 
-"] : 
- I , I 
on an agency staff. I really don't think there is any 
difference ••• The people who stay with it ••• obviously 
must have demonstrated their competence and their 
commitment and their motivation becomes very clear both 
to the educational institution and the employing agency ••• 
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At the same time as the school unit pattern was seen as a solution 
to educational concerns, it was also viewed as creating tensions in the 
agency: 
.•• Hhen we have a school.unit there's more potential for 
strain ••. because it's not seen as part of the same system. 
On the other hand it does give the field instructor freedom 
because the field instructor is wearing the University hat ••• 
••• The extent to which faculty field instructors ••• become 
part of the staff, not just experts in education but also 
involved with policy formulation ... workers' practice ... so 
that they begin to talk about tolE and the agency begins to 
talk about WE in the relationship to them, that's not easy. 
? ? really think there are more strains in having a school 
unit assimilated within the setting than an agency unit and 
the trade-off is a little more in the direction of the agency 
unit in terms ••• of being considered in the system and not 
somebody who reports outside ••• 
Control of Field Instruction 
Interviews with Field Work Directors reaffirmed the view that the 
field experience occupied a central position in social work education. 
Generally respondents felt that learning to practice, as distinct from 
learning about practice, could only be accomplished through direct con-
tacts with clients. The importance assigned to field practice made the 
issue of who "controls ll the field work experience vital to address. 
Historically, staff from academia and practice tend to concur that 
the school, not the agency, is primarily responsible for the education of 
future social workers. Insuring a certain quality of learning and teach-
ing in class and field is then the task of the educational institution. 
.' 
295 
Since the locus of the practice experience is not on "University grounds" 
it becomes more difficult to monitor than the content taught to students 
by different professors in the classroom situation •. Despite the notion 
of academic freedom, Field Work Directors tended to view class curricu-
lum and instructors' performace as more easily amenable· to examination. 
The following is one example· of this opinion: 
••• field instructor is different than classroom teacher ••• 
the difference is that the classroom teacher is ••• kept 
within bounds by his collegial relationships ••• and gets 
the sense, by participating in committees and other faculty 
meetings, what's expected in a course, whereas the field 
person obviously has no interest ••• or has less of an invest-
ment in keeping abreast of current developments and·expecta-
tions ••• so there has to be a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of what these are ••• 
Other observations which distinguished class and field teaching 
emphasized the lack of proximity of field instructors to each other. 
Faculty were·seen as having more frequent contact because they taught 
in the s·arne geographic location. In comparison, the field teachers 
were generally isolated from each other since they operated out of 
different agencies. This situation diminished the factoL of peer 
control, ·standard setting which respondents felt was more common in 
academia • 
. Respondents were asked to identify the vehicles used in their 
school for monitoring the field instructors performance and the field 
instruction experience. It was interesting t·o note that no distinction 
was made between ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? or agency field instructors. Monitoring 
devices common to all the schools included: the students, the faculty 
. advisor, .sQme form of· required educational seminar for new field 
instructors (in some schools a course in another school. was accepted 
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as fulfillment of this requirement), some form of group meetings with 
other field instructors. 
If the goal of these vehicles was to be more knowledgeable of the 
field work experience, their effectiveness seemed dubious. Most 
respondents saw the Field Instruction Seminars as an educational tool 
for the new supervisor rather than as a method of examining the field 
experience. One might argue, however, that if supervisory records were 
used in the seminar then the leader (a school faculty person) would gain 
an intimate knowledge of the way in which a particular field instructor 
worked with students as well as the content covered. Perceptions of 
the purpose, focus and content of the seminars follow: 
••• emphasis is on skill development in supervision ••• 
like a practice course utilizing the material of the 
supervisors ••• live case material ••• 
I think they are looking for some kind of consultation .•• 
particularly for a new student supervisor ••• I will not give 
up field instructors seminar, particularly for people who 
are net.z and may not have proper supports in their agency and 
where maybe there are some deficits in the relationship with 
the faculty advisor ••• 
The major materials used are the production of the field 
instructor .•• asked to do process notes on one student and 
submit them to the instructor so as to formulate basic 
educational issues and methodology ••• The purpose is not to 
supervise the field instructors on their supervision but to 
extract the educational component and to help them identify 
everything from the level of where the student is, what some 
of the "learning blocks may be, what some of the effective 
or ineffective pedegogical techniques used by the field 
instructor are and then an effort to help them begin doing 
an educational diagnosis or assessment so that student can 
get some idea of his patterns of learning ••• 
All respondents saw this eminar as an indespensible part of 
contact with new field instructors. Only one noted that at times this 




Work Directors assumed that agencies did not provide supervision to 
their staff around their new role as field teachers. 
In spite of a school's use of school-agency linkages, interviewees 
perceived the outcome as agency controlled field work. Most respondents 
identified a student's ongoing" comments to faculty advisors or classroom 
teachers 'as an important vehicle for finding out what was happening in 
field work. The shortcoming of this method was highlighted by one 
respondent's observation: 
••• Students are some of my best sources of information ••• 
but if the student thinks it's the cat's meow and" keeps 
"his mouth shut we may never know what's happening. This 
is much truer ••• when we don't automatically go "to the 
records. I "get much less feedback from the faculty when ••• 
they don't visit agencies. 
In the majority of the schools students participated in a formal 
evaluation procedure of their placement and field instructor. In one 
of the schools this was a policy that had been dropped because ••• " ••• we 
got flak from the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ••• field instructor had to read it and sign" 
it ••• then students put down less and leSS\ ••• because they didn't want 
to" confront the field instructor .•• and it became noth"ing ••• with 300 
students we got maybe 100 back." 
Only one respondent identified a formal procedure in providing 
feedback to individual field instructors. This raised" a question of 
j the use of these evaluations in the development of better placements, 
more completent supervisors, closer relationships and so on. When 
asked whether field "instructors knew about the existence of evaluations, 
responses included, "I assume they know", "faculty advisors should be 
telling them." Since there was usually no formalized procedure, we 
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might conclude that these contacts with. agency people were not known 
first-hand to the Field Work Directors. It seemed to this writer that 
evaluations' tended ·to remain "In-House" and were generally shared 
infrequently. 
Group meetings varied in frequency and form and were viewed by 
mos.t respondents as not having high enough priority in agencies for 
them to allow field instructors the necessary time to attend. 
The problem basically is getting time from the agency for 
field instructors ••• to come to these meetings. Everyone 
is busy and people are reluctant to give up their time. 
Despite field instructors' meetings, student evaluations and 
educational siminars for new field teacher, Field Work Directors felt a 
lack. of school control over the field work experience. Some felt 
this was a necessary condition ••• 
I would agree that it's the agencies who contro1 .•• we 
can't live 24 hours a day with that field instructor ••• 
we can't get inside of him ••. it's always dependent on 
good will - people do this because they want to do it ••• 
••• do we know it (field instruction) in its most intricate 
fashion? Probably not but you know what, that's not our 
function to know it ••• lt is assumed that the supervisor 
who is really representing the service really knows it in 
its most intricate piece •.• 
Other respondents saw lack of knowledge about field instruction as a 
serious indictment against the school: 
The content of field instruction is under the agency's 
control and the schools don't even know, most of the 
time what is done, what is being said and what is provided. 
They should know more ••• The reasons schools don't know is 
because of ••. economy. They've given it up. It's a cheaper 
way of doing it. But in the long run what I see happening 
is the erosion of the importance of field work and the 
schools devoting less and less resources ot it. I think 
that would be disastrous in the long run, to the field 
as well as to standards. 
One respondent voiced the opinion that if the University was not 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? responsible for field instruction it could not expect to 
control it. 
I think the schools have got to make up their minds that 
if they want to control the whole thing they have to pay 
for it ••• lf they want to pay for it tnen they can talk 
about all this control, otherwise they better bring these 
agencies in as partners or as close as possible. 
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The faculty advisor was seen as a pivotal person in establishing 
connections to field work. Respondents tended to discuss the advising 
role in terms of three target groups: the student, the field instructor, 
and the agency. Regardless of the intimacy of the association described 
the Field ? ? ? ? ? ? Directors placed greater empha.sis on the advisor-student 
relationship. A possible impact of the advisor on agency service or 
field instructor ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? was not discussed at all. 
In two schools an assumption was made that getting closer to the 
student would simultaneously yield greater intimacy with placements. 
In these instances the faculty advisor was also the method teacher. 
It's an attempt to bring ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and agency closer ••• 
more opportunity for communication •. 
Before instituting this advising pattern the issue was 
that no matter how close an advisor was to his student 
he didn't know his practice·, he had to go t·hrough an 
intermediary ••• The focus· here is that the practice course 
is really closer to the field ••• that the practice teacher 
can begin to pick things ? ? ? much s.oaner ••• The faculty 
person can be more helpful .to the field person because .•• 
of having a similar practice experience. 
Interviews revealed varied attitudes towards the "traditional" 
field adviSing pattern (i.e.,. one faculty advisor meets at regular 
intervals with one student and one field instructor)·. Some respondents 
supported the notion that students and field instructors should be seen 
: . 
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once or twice a semester regardless of the existence of "critical" 
problems. The focus of contacts was viewed as the discussion of the 
normal learning problems of all students. 
Other Field Work Directors felt this approach was based on 
erroneous assumptions regarding students as learners: 
We do selective advising based on the assumption that not 
every student requires highly individualized attention for 
2 reasons: (a) Most of our students are not problematic 
learners ••• and ••• (b) Greater trust in the competence and 
judgment of the field instructor. Our old pattern was based 
much more on 'residual' - namely, everyone is problematic 
rather than on actual experience. 
One respondent described his school's position as providing 
"professional advising" in the first year (individual meetings with 
students and supervisors on regular basis, group meetings for students, 
record reading and so on) with lias needed advising" in the second year. 
We feel that if we've done a good job on the first year 
student ••• ne doesn't need that much attention nor does 
he want it so we ask that the student, the field 
instructor or the agency invoke the aid of the advisor 
if necessary. 
There was no consensus expressed about the most effective form 
of field advising. For each opinion stated a counter point of view 
was enunciated. For example, one respondent felt that ongoing advising 
for all students regardless of problem manifestation resulted in 
"dependency on the advisor". Another Director disagreed: 
I never experienced that either as a field instructor in 
the 7 schools of social work I was a field instructor for ••• 
nor as a faculty advisor visiting agencies ••. l would not 
refer to it as an infantalizing process ••• No one can make 
you dependent unless you haven't resolved your own problems 
around dependency. 
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In another case, some Field Work Directors felt that even when a 
school's policy was the traditional, rather than "problem" advising 
pattern, the actual practice was dependent on faculty inclination and 
. investment : 
Everyone that had ••• students in field advising would be 
relieved of teaching a course ••• The tendency was to. make 
more of an investment in class ••• I think the group work 
faculty ••• took it very seriously and they made a very 
heavy .investment ••• but that was not true of faculty in 
general. 
We did a survey of faculty advising about 2 years ago and 
there was a differential in how frequently faculty advisors 
see their students. Casework tended to see them more often 
than group work, CO and Administration ••• also dependent 
upon the style of the faculty advisor. 
Implied in these two accounts was the viel07 that· since faculty were 
inconsistent,then the system needed to be changed. It was interesting 
to this writer that setting expectations for advisors to make more of 
an investment was not perceived as an option. 
Contrasting views revealed that some respondents felt that the 
formation of group or selective advising was chosen more for economy. 
of f.inances and faculty time than for efficiency and qual.itY. 
School is caught in a bind because faculty advising is 
one of the most expensive kinds of services to students 
and agencies •. 
Years ago when we were a smaller school we used to ·have 
faculty advisors go out the beginning, middle and end 
of the semester ••• Now faculty advisor is required to 
make only one face-to-face contact a year which personally 
I feel is limited. 
.. 
I was one of the people opposed to the change ••• I saw it as 
an erosion of standards in that I felt there would be less 
individualization ••• If you ask me I wouid have to say that a 
large factor in the introduction of this model was that it 
was more efficient not necessarily more effective ••• you 
could see more students this way ••• 
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Respondents' perceptions of the faculty advising role with 
agencies were more consistent than their views regarding students. 
Agency-school contacts through the advisor and field instructor tended 
to be seen as rather fragile, lacking in mutual trust, and necessitating 
a slow, cautious approach. A sample of comments reflecting these 
opinions follow: 
Faculty advising is one of the biggest strains to agencies ••• 
Agency person resents when the faculty advisor asks the field 
instructor to come to the school. 
Field advisor's visit is sometimes viewed as a visit from the 
'inspector general' ••. there is a distrust of faculty ••• 
Some field instructors like consultation, others resent it. 
At the beginning when the faculty member comes in regardless 
of whether it's a competent or incompetent faculty member, 
the beginning supervisor will have trouble ••• as if they are 
being evaluated • 
.•• Some agencies become petrified when the advisor comes 
because ••• the advisor is 1iable ••• to discover their own 
projections about lousy practice ••• or they feel themselves 
vulnerable ••. On the other hand ••• they feel themselves to be 
such a hot shot agency, tilth such great status, ll1hen the 
school comes in they say 'who are you? we don't need you' ••• 
\oJho does not feel some degree of anxiety when you r re being 
posed questions ••• always an element of defense ••. 
From the faculty members point of view ••• he is struggling 
with conflict •.• On the one hand the faculty member is a 
colleague-consultant who's working collaborative1y ••• On 
the other hand, he's also an evaluator ••• how effective is 
the field instructor, how effective is the agency. 
The Field Advising function was perceived as both a "blessing" and 
a "curse" in its attempt to get close to students and their field 
experience. 
Uniform standards of students' field work performance could be 
seen as another way of insuring some control of the field experience. 
This group of respondents questioned the reality of developing such 
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standards. One obstacle identified was the absence of consistent 
expectations"in teaching content for all schools which in turn effected 
the expectations" for student performance ••• 
The Council on Social Work Educatfon has n"ow allowed 
almost ev.erything to. take place in social work 
education. Each school can almost teach what the hell 
they want. 
Another problem referred to was the differential way in which people 
learned which was viewed as precluding uniformity in performance 
expectations • 
••. It's· the old rashamon story. You can have 40 students 
sitting in the same class, having the same stimulum ••• and 
one student will learn and "another. won't and someone will 
pick one piece out of it etc. etc. etc ••• 
Student differences were also suggested as obstacles to uniformity .•• 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of student evaluation are that what's good for one 
student is not good for another ••• " 
Some respondents concluded that teaching skills, or style, did 
not determine the learning ability of students. This view seemed to 
this" writer. to imply that uniformity in te.aching skills was not 
needed. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of this opinion is the following statement: 
You can structure education a thousand different ways and 
people learn. The history of education has demonstrated 
that people learn inductively and deductively; they learn 
from the sncratic method; they also learn tne way the 
Jesuits taught; they learn the way my.Talmud Torah teacher 
helped me to learn - you just sit and learn; you learn by 
rote, you learn by Dewey's philosophy ••• I can send you to 
every school of education in the country and get 14,000 
educational points of view. So learning takes place. 
In fact, if we had no schools people would learn anyway ••• 
if there's a will to learn ••• thestructure is supposed to 
facilitate that - that's alL.. . 
Most educators and social work practitioners would agree with the 
preceding premise that the student, or the client, has to want to learn 
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or to work on a specific task in order for learning or helping to take 
place. Still, this investigator was somewhat surprised at the lack of 
emphasis placed on the impact of the teacher's skills on the student's 
learning. The comments of some respondents indicated that learning 
could occur with a variety of educational methods. Others expressed 
"commitment ••• " to their school's " ••• interest in pluralism and 
diversity to develop innovative ways ••• " but felt that there "had to 
be some degree of sameness among all •• ". In both cases no distinction 
was made between classroom or field teaching. 
Although the development of uniform expectations for students' 
performance in the field and the effect of an instructor's skills on 
learning, were perceived somewhat questioningly, the respondents 
consistently felt that the teaching of interactional skills ought to 
be a major focus in social work education. Some respondents discussed 
the importance of interactional skills in relation to abilities in 
budget making, funding and so on ••• 
I think that's what makes it possible for us to be involved 
in policy ••• the fact that we should have better inter-
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? skills than other professions doing the same thing ••• 
I think we can do both but 1 don't think we should devote 
so much time to proposal writing • 
••• 1 think that interactional skills should still be on the 
masters level. Those MSWs who want to go into other skills 
such as budget writing, budget proposal or budget management 
can do so .•• but the greatest need, I still feel, in direct 
service is for interactional skills ••• How many jobs are 
there for people with those other skills. Look at the size 
of our 2 Tracks ••• l70 odd in Psycho-social Treatment, 20 in 
Administration ••• 
Some respondents viewed the "action" skills of the worker as 
more vital than the analytic ones: 
The important thing is that I know lots of brilliant people 
who can't make it at all ••• lt's not only the brilliance of 
analysis which is important but it's the ability to be able 
to interact with peop1e ••• I don't doubt that there is a 
modicum of truth in the notion that there are other types 
of skills that a social' worker might be taught ••• but if 
you're anchored in the notion of service then none of them 
should be at the expense 'of the interactional skills ••• 
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Based on these views, we might anticipate that at least broadly, 
these Field Work Directors would expect social work students to 
demonstrate what they have learned through using observable action 
skills in direct work with clients. The perception of the respondents 
that more refined standards could be developed was not hopeful. It 
ought 'to be noted that the Director from Columbia referred, to the work 
of faculty-field committees on refining' the expectations'of first, 
second, third and fourth semester students in their field work per-
formance. At one point 'minimal standards were specifically spelled 
out. However, how these ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are used with field instructors is 
not clear. The issue of uniform field work performance standards 
therefore remains unresolved. 
Summary 
The Directors of Field Work from the six metropolitan New York 
social work schools because of their knowledge of both class and field 
teaching were viewed as "key informants" and seen in face-to-face 
interviews. This chapter has reported on their perceptions of the 
school-agency relationship in their joint enterprise of educating' 
social workers. 
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Respondents unanimously reaffirmed the view that the field 
experience occupied a central position in social work education. They 
enunciated the opinion that learning to practice could only be 
accomplished through direct contact with clients for the purpose of 
providing an agreed upon service. The use of observation and "laboratory 
training" (simulated practice situations) were seen as yielding sub-
stantially less educational benefits to students. 
Field Work Directors viewed the practice experience as a pre-
requisite to the social work educational process and assessed agency 
involvement as essential. This view of field practice as an essential 
component in social work education acted as the chief motivating factor 
in a school's search for agency placements. 
The Field Work Directors believed in the "quid pro quo" notion 
of inter-organizational relations and identified status, prestige and 
manpower needs (in that order) as the most important factors effecting 
an agency's movement into social work education. The anticipated 
prestige of university affiliation was the only factor agreed upon as 
influencing agency staff to move into student supervision. What seemed 
indicated from the respondents' perceptions was a view of relationships 
with schools as being prestigious and enhancing the status of both staff 
member and agency. 
Respondents tended to view the benefits accuring to the agency 
as greater than the effort involved in being a field work placement. 
The students were seen as making more of a contribution to the service 
of the agency than they "cost in clerical or staff time." 
30.7 
Agency and school choices of each other were seen as lacking any 
"scientific" basis. A staff member's alma mater was considered as a 
more important factor in choosing a particular school than ideology, 
methodology and so on. Similarly, ingredients of a "good" placement 
agency were either not specified or referred to in a most general, 
abstract manner. Yardsticks for.judging an agency· were absent. Despite 
the importance attributed to field work, an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? reputation, use as 
a placement by another school, availability.or "knowing someone" seemed 
to be given greater weight in a school's choice to become involved with 
an agency than specific criteria measuring quality of supervision or 
practice. The ability of the potential field instructor was evaluated 
in terms of "concrete" factors such as frequency of conferences and 
credentials rather than in terms of supervisory or practice skills. 
School-agency relationships were seen as revolving primarily 
around field work. Regardless of any stated desires of either party, 
no involvement in each other's systems was perceived. Respondents 
questioned whether agencies really wanted to be involved in the life 
of the school since no payoff·to them was seen by the interviewees. 
The relationship was not viewed as an equal partners·hip. Rather, 
the school was perceived as the primary planner of the students' 
educational experiences. Respondents felt that students, classroom 
faculty and even field instructors themselves perceived field people 
as less skilled ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to the educational process than academic 
personnel. 
In spite o.f their position that field work was indispensible in 
social work education and, that the school was the institution 
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primarily responsible for this education, respondents identified a 
lack of school control over the field work experience. Mixed 
reactions to this state were expressed. Some interviewees saw it as 
a serious indictment against the school while others felt that agency 
control was the "way it should be". 
Field Work Directors felt that the school also carried the 
responsibility of insuring a certain quality of field teaching. The 
belief in academic freedom for classroom teachers was not extended as 
easily to the field instructor. Respondents felt that classroom 
teachers were kept within certain boundaries because they were 
influenced by the opinions and pressures of their colleagues. The 
field teacher, however, was seen as more isolated resulting in more 
idiosyncratic performance. In general the field experience was viewed 
as difficult to monitor with the field instructor seen as lacking the 
necessary accountability to either the school or the agency. 
Certain field instruction patterns were viewed as providing 
greater school control over the student's practice learning. Most 
respondents saw the highest integration of service and educational 
goals and the most intensive educational experience for students as 
• occurring in Units. In this form the content of field instruction 
and the competence of the field instructor were seen as more suceptible 
to control and evaluation by the school. School Units were thought to 
provide the closest contact between school and agency. Agency Units, 
although not directly involved with the University were seen as avoiding 
the tensions created in an agency when a group (i.e., School Unit) 
representing an outside system was introduced. 
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The traditional pattern of field instruction (agency supervisor 
with one or two students) was still the most common. It was perceived 
as providing the least contact between school and agency resulting in 
a heavily agency controlled field experience. Each school used a 
variety of field instruction patterns regardless of the form preferred • 
. Choice of .pattern· was etfected not only by school philosophy but also 
by finances, placement and supervisor availability and so on. 
. Students, faculty advising and· various forms o·f seminars and 
meetings were described as the most common vehicles used by academia to 
? ? ? ? ? more information about and make an impact on the field work 
experience. Despite the.use of these linkages interviewees still 
perceived the outcome as agency controlled field ? ? ? ? ? ?
The faculty advisor was seen as the pivotal person in establishing 
connections to the field experience. The philosophy about advisement 
varied among schools. The basic dilemma identified was whether field 
advising should be available to all students as part of an oneoing 
process or provided only .when. "needed" a.s\ defined by the student,· the 
advisor or the field instructor. Advocates of "selective" or "crisis" 
advising felt that not all students were problematic and should not be 
treated as such. Reguiarly scheduled advising in cases where no 
problem existed was perceived as fostering dependency. Other Directors 
disagreed that dependency was an· outgrowth of working with students 
on their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? learning experiences. They also suggested that· 
ongoing advisement provided the school with more knowledge and control 
of the field experience as it unfolded throughout the year. No consensus 
could be inferred regarding the most effective form of advisement. 
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Relationships between faculty advisor and field instructor were 
perceived as relatively fragile and lacking in mutual trust. Respondents 
felt this condition necessitated a slow, cautious approach in reaching 
out to each other. In general, interviewees devoted little time to 
discussions or comparisons of agency and school people. Questions 
asking for ratings (e.g., greater status, more practice expertise ••• ) 
elicited lilt depends on the person" type responses. 
Little emphasis was placed on the impact of teaching skills on 
a student's ability to learn. Rather, respondents felt that learning 
could take place with a variety of educational methods. No distinction 
was made between class or field teaching. 
Since this group of Field Work Directors viewed learning as 
individual rather than effected by any particular method of education, 
it was not surprising that they generally questioned the reality of 
developing uniform standards for students' field work performance. 
Again, the individuality of students was given as the major obstacle 
to standardization of expectations. 
In discussing the recurrent strains and tensions in the school-
agency relationship no respondent saw a conflict between service and 
educational goals. They saw education as learning to deliver a service. 
Some of the Field Work Directors acknowledged the differences in 
organizational structures and goals between the two institutions, while 
others felt that the University was as "bureaucratic" as the agency. 
None of the respondents identified specific strains which were directly 
attributed to organizational differences. 
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In exploring the Field Work. Directors' views of the traditional 
generic-specific debates between academia' and the field, a definition 
of generic practice could not be agreed upon. Interviewees felt that 
regardless of what the school thought it was teaching, most placement 
agencies were not generic and could not provide assignments that 
would offer students the opportunity to test out skills with groups, 
individuals, communities and so on. Almost .all of the respondents were 
negative about "field of practice" teaching in lieu of methods education. 
In this regard they seemed to represent the more generic view of 
teaching usually attributed to faculty people. 
Respondents ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that the teaching of interact ional skills 
(what the social worker does in concert with clients) be given primary 
emphasis over skills in bu.dgetip.g, fund raising, proposal writing 
and so on. Some viewed these. "action" skills as more vital in practice 
teaching than diagnostic skills directed towards understanding·client 
behavior. 
CHAPTER VIII 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
This study has attempted to illuminate the relationship between 
schools and practice agencies as they collaborate in the process of 
educating tomorrow's social workers. It was assumed that a more 
complete picture of the nature of inter-organizational interactions 
would be obtained if the perceptions of actors in both settings were 
studied. The student, the field teacher and the director of a uni-
versity's field work department were seen as heavily influenced by, 
and in turn influencing the educational task shared by academia and 
practice. Because of the active involvement of each of these people 
in the process under investigation, it was anticipated that they would 
be knowledgeable reporters of the needed data. 
The sample was drawn from the six New York City graduate schools 
of social work (i.e., Adelphi, Columbia, Fordham, Hunter, N.Y.U. and 
Wurzweiler). Data from students and field instructors were collected 
through the administration of questionnaires. Field work directors 
were seen in face-to-face interviews. Inquiries were directed towards 
acquiring information about sources of harmony as well as the recurrent 
issues of strain in the relationship between school and agency and 
toward identifying the characteristics of the interaction. 
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The task of this'concluding chapter is to summarize, compare and 
recommend without boring the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? To arouse interest in closing is 
a demanding'taslt. Yet, as earlier chapters were re-read, the writer 
was struck with the fact that the dynamic process of data analysis takes 
on a life of its own and develops its own specific focus within the more 
general areas of inveStigation. This chapter will focus on the' author's 
assessment of significant issues in social work education which were 
highlighted by this investigation. 
Control of Field Instruction 
Although this was not a study of 'the field instructional 
enterprise it emerged as an issue of prime importance for the students, 
field teachers and fi'eld work directors represented in the sample. 
Field work was judged by all respondents as central to social work 
education. It was also viewed by most respondents, in all categories, 
as being more influential than class work in shaping a student's 
professional training. Given this fact it was not 'surprising that the 
field instructor, when compared to other school and agency people! was 
described as the person having the greatest influence on the learners. 
A majority of the respondents viewed the field teacher as being ? ?
influential. 
Despite the perception of the primacy of the field instructor, 
? ? ? ? three categories of respondents were in soiid agreement that little 
control was exercised over this key person by the school or the agency. 
Responses to perceptions of influence on a field instructor's work tasks, 
development of performance standards for this student supervisor and 
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closeness to a variety of school people, all indicated that the field 
instructor was a relatively isolated and unsupported agent in his role 
of inducting social work students into the skills of professional practice. 
Contradictory to the anticipation that the role of student, field 
teacher or faculty field work director would yield different perceptions 
of school-agency relationships, the issue of who controlled the field 
experience was consistently identified as a problem by the three types 
of respondents. The saliency of field work creates a compelling need 
to address in depth this question of the control of the field experience. 
Regardless of role. all three classifications of respondents in 
this study saw field work as agency controlled. Most felt that this 
was the school's responsibility and that it was remiss in carrying it 
out. The findings of this investigation suggest to the author that the 
field experience was neither agency nor school controlled. Rather, the 
field instructors without specific guidelines for acceptable performance 
standards for themselves or their students, found themselves in the 
position of being primary planners of the content to be taught and 
primary judges of their own and their students' competence. The field 
is therefore relying upon individual field supervisors, with only a 
tenuous accountability to the school or the agency system, to transmit 
those practice skills which would guarantee the responsible entry of 
workers into the profession of social work. 
The phenomenon of the isolation of the field instructor was 
identified as constituting a flaw in the educational arrangements. It 
resulted in an idiosyncratic process of education and created the problem 
of how to insure at least a minimal quality of learning and teaching in 
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the field. The problem is further complicated by the locus of the 
practice ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in an "off Gampus" setting. Classroom faculty, 
while enjoy·ing academic freedom, are frequently influenced by collegial 
relationships. The lack·of proximity of field instructors to each other 
acts as a deterrant to the formation of boundaries an4 guidelines through 
the. exchange. of ideas and m.ethods with teaching colleagues. Confirma-
tion of this lack of peer control was supported.bY the perceptions of 
field instructors and students· that field teachers exerted .very little 
influence on each other's performance level. 
Interviews with field work directors revealed that field instruc-
tion, in the university, was perceived as being on a "lower" level than 
classroom teaching and that field instructors were seen as less skilled 
appendages to the educational process. This· acceptance of a major 
component of student training bei.ng controlled by what was perceived 
of as less adequate personnel seems contradictory to the school' 5 desire 
to insure high quality social work education. This contradiction remains. 
a source of wonderment to this writer; it suggests that this situation 
might reflect a lack of real conviction about the importance of field 
work despite what may be expressed to the .contrary. The· absence of 
close, frequent consultative relationships between faculty members and 
field instructors·further reinforces a sense of estrangement and low 
regard characteristic of the relationship between the parties. 
Teaching The Field Instructor To Teach 
.. 
Education for any profession involves the transmission of specific·, 
identifiable skills and knowledge from· one generation of practitioners to 
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another. The field experience in social work education is recognized 
as the most vital arena in which students are taught to practice. 
Question ought to be raised with an educational system that allows 
teaching to take place which is perceived as lacking in uniformity or 
ongoing accountability to a standard setting group. This defeats the 
goal of the profession to transmit a body of skill and knowledge to 
future practitioners. The author suggests that the reluctance of the 
school to provide consistent vehicles through which idiosyncratic teach-
ing could be avoided, and higher quality skills insured, emanates from 
the social work field's overall attitude towards supervision of their 
professionals-practitioners or educators. 
The message of Gitterman and Miller (1977), speaking from the 
vantage point of educators, is reiterated by the conclusions drawn 
f rom this study. 
The educational role and task of the social work 
supervisor has historically received both theoretical 
and conceptual emphasis. However, in agency practice 
as well as in social work education for supervisory 
practice, underlying pedagogical theory and skill 
about how to instruct others to provide services has 
received scant attention. 1 
The criteria for appointment of a worker to a .supervisory position 
or as a student field work instructor tends to be primarily related to 
his/her success as a direct service practitioner. In earlier periods 
') of the history of social work educators such as Bertha ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (1940s) 
lAlex Gitterman and Irving Miller, "Supervisors as Educators" in 
Supervision, Consultation, and Staff Training in the Helping Professions. 
Florence Whiteman, Kaslow and Associates (California & London: Jossey-
Bass Publishingers, 1978), p. 100. 
2Bertha Reynolds, Learning and Teaching in the Practice of Social 
Work 
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and Charlotte. Towlel (1950s) took issue with the "sink or swim" approach 
to. learning to supervise or to· teach. In the late 1970s Florence Kaslow 
was still discussing the·same point and leveling the same criticism: 
Because a clinician was a good therapist or group worker, 
or leader, it was frequently assumed that he or she would 
therefore be a fine supervisor ••• Too rarely has spcific 
training. in supervision, staff development, or consultation. 
been a prerequisit"e for being appointed to such a position. 
Thus the 'how to' formula was narrowly based on the supervisor's 
own previous experiences·as a supervisee - emulating what was 
va1uable ••• and trying to do the opposite of what was found to 
be distasteful or counterproductive. Added to this has been 
tried and error efforts, also called innovations. 2 
William Schwartz, in a paper presented at the Annual Program 
Meeting of the Council on Social Work Education (1979) discussed the 
lack of attention given to the skills of university classroom teaching. 
Although the issues raised are concerned with the methodology of 
education in the classroom, this writer feels that the basic thesis 
is ·easi1y .extended to field ·teaching. 
On the matter of expectations of the new college professor Schwartz 
commented: 
Under the general assumption that the scholarly competence 
alone, or successful experience in the field, qualifies one 
to teach his subject to others, most university teachers are 
turned loose on their students without recognition that 
teaching is itself an art that requires knowledge and skill. 3 
lCharlotte Towle. The Learner in Education 
2Florence Kaslow, "Future Trends," Supervision·, Consultation and 
Staff Training in the Helping Professions, Florence Whiteman Kas10w 
and Associates. (California & London: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1978), 
pp. 3.04-205. 
3William Schwartz, "Education in the Classroom." Mimeographed 
Version of Paper read at the Annual Program Meeting of the Council on 
Social Work Education, Boston, Massachusetts, March 5, 1979, p. 1. 
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Similarly, the field instructor, with only one short course in field 
supervision, is expected to perform on a level which insures a high 
quality educational experience for students. Almost by definition, 
both class and field teachers in their desire to deomstrate the ful-
fillment of this expectation would naturally be reluctant to risk 
exposing their practice for fear that their skills would be found 
wanting. It would seem that a stigma is attached to needing help in 
teaching or in carrying out supervisory tasks. Just as the fear of 
stigma has prevented many potential clients from making use of our 
profession's services, so too it hinders the development of creative 
class and field educators. 
Kutzik, in his article on the recent phenomenon of partnerships 
and group practice in the medical field, identified the conflict in 
"asking for help" and "making it alone" in terms of the independence-
dependence authority theme: 
The contradiction between the older. predominantly self-
controlled mode of interaction among professionals ••• and 
the newer, more other-controlled mode of interaction in .•. 
cooperative practice ••. is viewed as a conflict between the 
basic professional norms of autonomy and collegiality and 
the basic bureaucratic norms of organizational hegemony and 
superordinate-subordinate authority .•. 1 
Of interest is the fact that although group practice involves peer 
"supervision" it is still seen, by some medical practitioners, as a 
contradition to independent functioning. Again, to ask for help in 
learning to practice is perceived as being "subordinate", "dependent" 
and so on. 
lAlfred Kutzik, "The Medical Field," Supervision, Consultation, 
and Staff Training in the Helping Professions. Florence tolhiteman 
Kaslow and Associates. (California & London: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
"1978), p. 2. 
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The greatest contradiction' lies in the fact that as social work 
practitioners we ask our clients to risk their vulnerabilities with us; 
as educators and supervisors we ask students and workers to expose and 
risk themselves with us and; we, the more experienced supervisors and 
educators are not prepared to risk looking at our own practice. This 
fear is compounded by what the. author feels .is an erroneous perception 
of the role of the social worker to "help" or ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to "teach". 
It is this view that places the social worker and supervisor in the 
position of "telling" or "advising". If we could only truly believe 
that each person is in a "state of becoming" and that our professionals 
are there to help unleash that person's own' qreativity in order to move 
along faster than he would by himself. 
It seems to the author that the solution lies in making learning 
opportunities available which do not stigmatize the learner. This would 
involve a change in our professional culture which imbues greater status 
. to "making it aione". Bringing it closer to the immediate concern of 
this study, the writer suggests that field teaching needs to be ? ? ? ? ? as 
a complicated process with a series of "normal" (i.e., expected) problems 
for the teacher and the learner in interaction with each other. The 
'expectation is then that everyone will have difficulties which need to 
be worked through. This position can be supported only if each field 
instructor·has intimate, consistent, scheduled contacts with the school. 
"As needed" consu1t4tion'reflects a contradictory point of view if it. is 
the only approach used. 
At the very least it would seem that faculty advisor and field 
instructor need to meet once a semester. This, however, does not 
320 
constitute a sufficient basis to guarantee intimacy or insure intensive 
work on either the student's or the supervisor's skills. As observed 
in this study, assigning the method teacher as faculty advisor adds a 
deeper dimension to the student-advisor, field instructor-adivsor, 
relationships. It also allows for greater integration of the practice 
and the school setting. Still, the quality of intimacy between the 
agency and the school person remains very attenuated. 
If we assume that knowledge is power then it is the student tlTho 
has the greatest power since only he knows intimately what is happening 
in the classroom and in the field. However, knowledge of everything 
that goes on in the field will never be possible nor desirable. We 
are not looking for a situation where the field person just "reports" 
but where he continues to learn and with each step becomes a better 
teacher. With this in mind it would seem that the school needs to 
develop other vehicles in order to further the skill development of 
field instructors. 
As the data in this study confirms, field instructors have no 
ongoing peer group except in their shared title. For many, there is 
a reluctance to accept the faculty advisor as a supervisory or consult-
ing person with whom their own skills can be examined. On the other 
"side", many faculty advisors question their own abilities in relation 
to the field instructor or for other reasons are reluctant to help the 
supervisor learn and grow. The writer would advocate that the school 
take the initiative of forming quasi-peer learning groups which would 
meet a number of times a semester with faculty. The purpose of these 
sessions would be to develop the teaching skills of the field instructor. 
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Content might include supervisory records, questions about the level of 
performance to expect of students, how to write an evaluation, practice 
skills with individuals and groups and so forth. These meetings would 
also provide opportunities for faculty and fieid people to gain experi-
ence in working with each other on some issues of common concern. For 
those readers who doubt whether field people would invest the time I can 
only say that as a field instructor in one of the New York schools, I was 
asked to attend approximately one meeting a month. . After some initial 
resistance (who needs it ••• I'm an experienced worker ••• ) and consistent 
demands made by the school, I came regularly for a number of years along 
with a roomful of other field instructors ranging ·in experience from 
two to some 20 plus years. These encounters had obvious rewards for 
those involved.· 
THE FACULTY ADVISEMENT SYSTEM 
Historically, schools have designated the faculty advisor as their 
primary linkage to the agency system. ? ? ? ? ? perspective wa.s reinforced 
The field work directors interviewed identified by this investigation. 
the advisor as a pivotal person in establishing connections to field 
work. More than 90 percent of the field instructors in this sample were 
. assigned a faculty liaison person. An assumption might be made that the 
; 
prevalence and longevity of an advisement system are reflections of the 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? attributed to it by social work educators and practitioners. 
The advisor's real position of importance may be questioned on a 
number of counts. It is certainly not reflected by the amount of writing 
devoted to it. During the early 1970s Russell's review of the research . 
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and practice literature on the role of the faculty advisor in social work 
education revealed the paucity of material on field advisement.* In her 
overview she refers only to the lack of investigation into the student-
advisor interaction. Not even Russell discussed the issue of the 
liaison function of this faculty person. 
Faculty Advisor as Liaison to Agency: 
The lack of attention given to the advisor's" liaison function 
came as no surprise to this writer. Based on her 15 years experience 
as a field instructor and her contact with other practitioner colleagues 
it is clear that there is so little investigation of this function 
because in reality it is rarely carried out. Primarily, contacts 
between advisor and field instructor center on "how the student is 
doing." Only minimal attention is given to the effects of the agency 
system on the student's experience or on the ways in which the advisor 
might provide the field instructor with additional insights into his 
own practice, as well as into the social work services offered by the 
agency. These personal observations were supported by the findings of 
this study. Field instructors identified issues related to the agency, 
as well as to their own supervisory skills, as much less frequently 
discussed with faculty advisors than those issues related to students. 
If the "success" of the advisor's liaison function is measured 
by the frequency or intimacy of the contact with the field instructor 
than "failure" in carrying out this function is more often the rule 
than the exception. Field work directors interviewed, described school-
agency interactions as fragile and lacking in mutual trust. They 
*Doj e10 C. Russell. "The Faculty Advisor in Social Work Education," 
in Doctoral Students Look at Social Work Education. Ed. Leila Deasy, 
Council on Social Work Education, 1971, pp. 53-69. 
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advocated a slow, cautious approach in a school's work with place-
ments· o The writer suggests that this method of relating insures a 
longer stage of superficiality since it encourages polite inter-
changes and avoide making demands on agency personnel. 
Despite the verbal and written criticisms of the distance 
between school and agency, the author wonders whether the agents of 
both educational components are not, in fact, engaged in a silent 
"conspiracy" not to let each other get too close to what each partner. 
represents. The present study sought to identify how faculty, field 
people and students perceived the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? school-agency interactionn 
MOre research is needed to determine what educators and practitioners 
feel should exist, what mutual expectations should be enforced and, 
what factors mitigate against achievement of these proposalso Some 
lines of inquiry might include: 
1. Given the fact that relationships between faculty 
advisors and field instructors are described as 
generally "distant," do people occupying these 
positions feel that greater intimacy would yield 
more positive benefits to both partners. What 
would these benefits be? 
2. Given the fact that a field instructor's supervisory· .. 
practice is rarely discussed with the faculty advisor, 
would more attention in this area be seen as 
desirable--as possible, etc. 
3. Given the fact that the frequency of contact between 
the two liaisons is described as minimal, how much 
time would the respective "actors" be prepared to . 
devote to the relationship and what would they like 
to have discussed. 
40 Given the fact that the field instructor's relation-
ships to school peo·ple is generally limited to the 
faculty advisor, should contacts with other segments 
of academia be expanded--to whom and for what reasons? 
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The results of an examination of these questions might determine 
whether school and agency people are actually desirous of closer 
contacts or whether they are merely paying lip service to what seems 
to be the "right" point of view. Although the writer would surely 
endorse the development of more intimate relationships because of her 
belief in the educational payoffs to the student and the field 
instructor, she is also aware that this closeness involves some risk 
of exposure, vulnerability and conflict for each partner. It is for 
this reason that the author would argue that while both school and 
agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? criticize the distance in their relationship, 
they are simultaneously instrumental in maintaining the status quo. 
Some clues to a greater fulfillment of the advisor's liaison 
role emerged from this study. Individual contacts of field instruc-
tors with an advisor who was also the student's method teacher seemed 
to bring school and agency representatives closer together. In those 
schools where this pattern was employed, the field instructor 
reflected the highest proportion viewing a close relationship between 
themselves and their liaison. They also perceived the faculty advisor 
as a better educator and more scholarly than respondents from other 
schools. In addition, those field instructors coming from schools 
where monthly group meetings were held with advisors, indicated a more 
distant connection between them and the advisors than those who mpt indi-
vidua11y with the faculty person assigned to them. This pattern of 
individualized contacts with a faculty advisor who was seen as being 
connected to practice and students on a consistent basis was also 
viewed by the student respondents as prerequisites to close re1ation-
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ships between the field teacher and the school liaison. 
During the period of this study only two of the school followed 
the "method teacher as faculty advisor" pattern of field advisement. 
Further research needs .to .. be directed towards identifying those factors 
influencing the choices schools make (i.e., finances, philosophy, etc.) • 
The perceptions revealed in th:l,s investigation cast s.erious doubt 
about the actual fulfillment of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? stated function as a 
major linkage mechanism between school and placement. To safely assure 
the reliability of this conclusion an investigation needs to be done 
into the effects of the various advisement forins on the advisor's 
liaison function. This requires a ? ? ? ? ? specific definition of· the 
components of the "liaison function." 
Faculty Advisor in Student Advisement: 
In 1956 Dr. Marion Lantz completed her dissertation on the sig-
nificance of the "School Adviser in Social Work Education" in which 
she reported that all 54 social work schools offered some kind of 
advising services to students. This service varied g·reatly from· school 
to school o In 1963 Samuel Finestone identified a variety of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
practices based on differential value ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and assumptions on how 
people learn and the role of advising in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .education. The· 
present study, undertaken some 20 years after Lantz's and 13 after 
Finestone's article revealed no greater standardization of practice •. 
Since this was not a study of· .field advising some of the nuances 
of the patterns ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? by different schools were not explored. For 
* . Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1956. 
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example, some advisors were also method teachers, some taught other 
classes but did advising as part of their work load, still others were 
hired only for the advisement role with no other class or field 
connection. Some schools advocated regularly scheduled meetings with 
students to discuss ongoing, normal learning problems; others offered 
selective advising around specific concerns as identified by the 
student, the field instructor or the advisor. Different patterns were 
usually justified in terms of assumptions about learning needs. For 
each position taken by one field work director an opposing view was 
stated with equal assurance. There seemed to be no consensus on the 
"best" form of advising. Consistent with the picture of the advisor 
as a liaison to agencies, the advisor's role with the student was not 
uniformly defined. It fluctuated from school to school. Most agreed, 
however, that ongoing contacts with students and agencies provided 
the school with more knowledge about the field experience whereas 
infrequent contacts most assuredly resulted in more stringent agency 
control of field work. 
The majority of student respondents reported infrequent contacts 
with their faculty advisors. The purpose of student-advisor meetings 
seemed to be restricted to providing solutions to crisis situations. 
It was not surprising that the advisor was seen as having less influ-
ence on their education than other people, such as field instructors 
or method teachers, with whom they had greater contact. Field 
instructors tended to concur with students that the faculty advisor 
made the least impact on student learning. 
327 
The ? ? ? ? ? of the advisor as having only a minimal effect on the 
education of the neophyte social worker results ? ? ? the conclusion that 
the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of the student advisement role is not 
being fulfilled. This creates a· void in the overall learning of the 
student. Since the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? advisor·is the only school person specific-
ally assigned, to an individual studen t aro·lind· his/her 
field work, the advisement system provides a vit.al vehicle for 
monitoring the field experience not assumed elsewhere. In addition,. 
·the individualized approach to learning which it supplies, allows the 
student to intensify the integration of what he is uniquely exposed to 
in the field and in the classroom. Periodically, the advisor may also 
.assume the mediating function of helping students to work on their 
relationships in the agency or school system. The ? ? ? ? ? ? ? suggests 
that student advisement plays an indespensible role in social work 
education. Unfortunately, the full benefits of this role have not 
been exploited. Further research is assuredly indicated. Factors 
influencing school .choices of particular advisement options need to 
be examined as well as the effects of different patterns on student 
educationo 
The writer would argue that the·faculty advisor shares in. 
common with the field instructor and the classroom teacher, the 
assignment to a position for which he is not well trained and for 
which there is an absence of standards of performance.. Although 
faculty advisors were not part.of this sample (a possible shortcoming 
of the study) this investigator's experience in this ·position in two 
schools certainly substantiates the conclusion. The purposes of 
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advisement vis-a-vis students and agencies were usually explained in 
vague terms with little specification of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? needed to 
accomplish the purpose. The Ithow-to" aspects were left to the indi-
vidual advisor to identify either through his/her own experience or 
through seeking out the wisdom of fellow colleagues. 
Since this faculty person is the major vehicle through which 
the school is connected to the agency and through which student 
performance is monitored, serious question might be raised with the 
lack of a structured, uniform response to this role. The present 
situation insures the continuance of idiosyncratic field advising 
where, similar to the case of field instruction, the quality of the 
advising is predominantly a reflection of the skills of a particular 
person rather than the standards of a university or a professional 
body. 
RECURRENT STRAINS AND TENSIONS IN 
SCHOOL-AGENCY RELATIONSHIPS 
A major target of concentration in this study was the exami-
nation of those strains in the school-agency association which were 
assumed to be recurrent because of the emphasis given them by 
practitioners and educators in the literature on social work educationo 
the results of this investigation provided some cause to question 
whether the tensions discussed in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? material were as intense 
as described or were primarily opinions of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? authorR rather ? ? ? ? ?
examples of majority views. 
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Conflict in Organizational Goals 
Frequently alluded to in the literature as a consistent cause 
of strain was the fact tha,t schools and agencies had different 
organizational goals which clashed with each other. The school's 
primary task being the education of students with the agency established 
to· provide services to its consumers. These disparate goals have in 
turn been designated as causal factors in role conflicts for the field 
instructor (i.e., educator and service provider) and, the student 
(i.e., learner and worker). 
These popular assertions were not upheld by the respondents in 
this study. Education and service goals were generally not seen as 
contradictory by supervisors or students. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in neither 
category of respondents did a majority identify role conflicts provoked 
by any antagonistic ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Field work directors differed on the issue of role conflicts. 
Some saw agency demands as a possible obstacle to carrying out the 
educational function. Others strongly endorsed the service and 
education union and voiced the opinion that students in this system 
did not sufter. Despite the position taken, all directors indicated 
a preference for the unit* pattern of field instruction. This choice 
seemed heavily influenced by the respondents' assessment that the· 
content and competence of the field teacher were eas.ier to monitor in 
this form rather than a concern with role conflict. It was their 
#0. NOTE:. Four to six ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? placed at the same agency having the same 
field in.structor. The field teaching position is usually school 
financed with the supervisor primarily accountable to the school. 
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belief that the unit insured a higher quality of instruction because 
of the field teacher's closer connection to the university and the 
potential guarantee of greater school control of the practice setting. 
The popular notion that field instructors inevitably suffered from a 
conflict between their practitioner and educator roles was generally 
not supported by this sample of respondents. 
Conflict in Organizational Structure 
Paralleling the differences in organizational goals was the issue 
of strain resulting from a variation in structure between the school 
and the placement. The view popularized in the literature provides 
contrastive visions of the collegial structure of the educational 
institution and the bureaucratic form of the placement agency. Only 
the field work directors were asked to discuss this issue. Interviews 
which concentrated on the validity of the view of the university as 
collegial brought forth responses which seemed to reflect doubt about 
the existence of pure organizational types for either the school or 
the agency. Current organizational theory would confirm this percep-
tion suggesting that institutions are placed on a continuum rather 
than in particular organizational categories. Still, tension between 
school and agency continue to exist albeit not caused by the conflict 
of different organizational structures. The author proposes that 
strain is to be expected whenever two distinct entities engage together 
in a common task; in this case, social work education. "Co-leadership," 
whether between workers or organizations requires a great deal of 
attention to the role and function of each partner, who makes decisions 
about what, methods of dealing with disagreements and so on. It is 
i . . . 
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therefore essential that the initial contractura1 agreements between 
school and agency be clearly defined in terms of the work to be done 
together as well as the expectations each partner may have of the 
othero . It would be the suggestion of the writer that these "contracts" 
be renegotiated at the beginning of each school year whether or not 
the liaison· people are the same. 
It would also seem important to be less "polite" and eager to 
sell each'other on respective "wares." 'Rather, what seems appropriate 
is the searching out and identification of the possible problems in 
the relationship in the hope that this openness would help those schools 
and agencies who were not committed, to decline ·involvement early in 
the process without a sense of failure or frustration. This might 
forestall what some field work directors described. as the "fragile" 
associations which lingered on into the academic yearn 
Generic-Specific Debate 
The generic-specific dilemma received more attention in the 
literature than any other cause of strain in the school-agency partner-
ship 0 This clasic debate is based on the assumption that the school 
is perceived of as providing generic education which agency.people feel 
results in inadequat·e preparation for the particular fields in which 
they are engaged. This argument has stimulated the inclusion in the 
school curriculum of courses in such fields as aging, social work in 
industry and so on. 
In summarizing· the perceptions of this sample .of respondents two 
observations should be made: (a) the views of each actor tended to' 
be more alike than different and; (b) school and agency opinions were 
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not characterized by.as much variation as the literature might have 
led us to anticipateo 
Field work directors, as faculty representatives, did not unani-
mously endorse the idea of education for generic practice, nor could 
they specify a uniform definition. Even those who felt that social 
work skills were generic and could be used with individuals, groups 
and so on, indicated that agencies were not generic and could there-
fore not offer opportunities to test this out with a variety of target 
groups. 
Three-quarters of the student sample felt that practice skills 
were not the same in work with individuals, groups and communities 
therefore making it necessaryfor'schools to offer courses in specific 
methods. Field instructors saw the school and the agency as sharing 
the view that social work practice skills were not generic (i.e., 
interchangeable)n 
Despite any writing to the contrary a substantial majority of the 
field instructors and students indicated their belief that both the 
school and the placement agency would choose to maintain method concen-
trations rather than changing them to a "fields of practice" approacho 
Generally, all three categories of respondents did not perceive as 
much difference in the views of school and agency as the literature 
related to the issue of generic-specific might lead us to assume. 
Education for Social Work or Therapy 
A dilemma of "social work versus therapy" emerged as an issue in 
this study. Students described themselves as being caught in a bind 
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between the "therapy" emphasis in some agencies and the "social work" 
focus in most of the schools. Some field instructors, when discussing 
conflicts in teaching content between class and field, referred to the 
omission of "therapeutic", "clinical" skills in the school's curriculum. 
Field work directors commented on the phenomenon of agencies rejecting 
schools because they weren't "psychoanalytic enough." Students were 
sometimes pictured as entering social work school in order to become 
therapists rather than social workers. Some schools were perceived by 
agency staff as heavily psychoanalytically oriented. 
Interestingly, in the author's search of the literature related 
to tensions in the school-agency p.artnership, this strain was absent 
from the writing. Yet, it has been a salient issue in the field for 
at least the 20.years of this investigator's own practice experience. 
The choice of psychotherapist and psychotherapy rather than caseworker 
or casework is not a new. phenomenon. More recently, group work has 
become group therapy and the group worker the group therapist. A 
great deal of faculty time is spent in defining the difference 
between therapy and social work resultinJ in more confusion than 
clarity. 
For many in the ·field the choice of therapy "over" social work 
is seen as emanating from a desire· to achieve a higher· professional 
status than is attributed to social work.! In this case the title of 
"therapist" is perceived as being on a superior level. Some feel that 
the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are. semantic (i.e., title) rather than substantive 
(i.e.,· different skills). Still, the dilemma seems to have gained 
momentum in recent years necessitating a more concerted effort to 
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understand better the dynamics of the situation. 
The writer suggests that the problem is complicated by the fact 
that the skills and theory of social work are only vaguely understood 
and verbalized by many of its professionals. As a result, the perceived 
differences in the skills of "therapy" and social work remain elusive 
to specification. The time seems ripe for ending the arguments and 
looking at whether the variations are in the work, or are basically 
semantic a 
To avoid the usual "theoretical" struggles, the author proposes 
the use of actual process records written by those who identify them-
selves as therapists and those who prefer being known as social workers. 
This method would allow an investigator to designate and compare the 
helping skills used by each and to evaluate their place within a 
theoretical model of social to1ork practice. 
Conflict in Content 
Taught in Class and Field 
With the exception of the "therapy versus social work" issue 
this sample of respondents did not indicate any ideological conflicts 
which were strong enough to produce tensions between schools and 
agenciesa Some assignment difficulties of students were seen as re-
fleeting different ideologies. Illustrative of this was the schools' 
attempt to teach social work with groups to all students when certain 
placements were philosophically opposed to this modality or felt that 
the complications of group work necessitated the assignment of experi-
enced workers. This situation would probably result in greater con-
flict for the student than the school or the field since it might 
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interfere with the completion of class assignments related to group 
work. 
It is the writer's feeling that the general lack of conflict 
. might result from the absence of clear reciprocal demands. Contradic-
tions become more obvious as demands become more specific. This makes 
one wonder if the quest for the elimina·tion of conflict between school 
and agency takes ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? over bringing the two educational patterns 
closer to each other in an effort to develop a higher quality learning 
experience for students. 
Integration of Class and Field 
Although this study's respondents did not perceive great conflict 
between class and field teaching content, they also reported only 
minimal attempts at integrating what was taught in each. The writer 
would ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? that in addition to vague mutual expectations, .thi.s 
lack of relatedness of the learning occurring·in the two settings 
might account for the absence of substantial content ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? It is, 
as if each setting did "its own thing" with little awareness·Qf what 
was going on in the other's arena. Only those people more intimately 
concerned with practice (i.e.,. field instructor and method tE!achei) 
Were credited with making reasonably strong efforts at integrating 
field and class learning. This seemed to reflect the view that a 
dichotomy existed between practice and theory in social.work ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Note ought to be made, however, that the high percentage of respondents 
who chose not· to comment· on the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? tS9ue:might ·indicate a 
lack of real knowledge about how faculty connect the content of their 
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class material to field work experienceo This suggests that more 
integration occurs than is recognized by educators or practitioners. 
Additional information is needed in order to arrive at a 
definitive conclusion about the amount and nature of integration that 
takes place between classroom and practice teaching. A more thorough 
investigation of this issue might be accomplished through studying actual 
class sessions and interviewing faculty, other than method teachers. 
This approach would attempt to compare an instructor's philosophy about 
the integration of the practice experience into classroom content, with 
what actually occurs during selected ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
At present, the value of integration and efforts at achieving it 
are not universal but tend rather to be idiosyncratic to particular 
field instructors and professors. This perhaps implies the need for 
study groups of educators and practitioners to examine methods of using 
each others material in their respective settingso (Eg. Use of 
placement examples to highlight the way in which certain socio-cultural 
elements effect client behavior and/or worker expectations of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
EDUCATIONAL ISSUES 
Uniformity of Standards 
The establishment of uniform standards and expectations emerged 
as an area of dissatisfaction in a variety of cases in this study. 
All categories of respondents commented on the void of clear per-
formance standards for either students or field instructors. Field 
teachers indicated their desire for guidelines defining which practice 
skills ought to be taught and at what level a student could be expected 
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to function during each of the two years of graduate training. 
Students, too, identified a need for more uniform expectations for their 
own performance. 
Standards are closely tied to the formation of criteria of 
competence. In this writer's experience as a field instructor or 
adjunct professor in five of the six scho,?ls. ·under consideration, the 
faculty, in different degrees, were involved with the issue of defining 
the criteria for either passing or failing a student. In each case, 
it was evident that guidelines for competence were dependent upon a 
clear determination·of which professional skills and behavior could be 
consistently expected of students on ·eac:h level of their development. 
Although this study discussed standards for field work performance 
this question is also commonly raised at school meetings in relation 
to grades, expectations for classroom participation,· tests and paperso 
In both contexts there is an obvious cry for greater specification· 
which could yield benefits to the teacher and the learner. The student 
would know more easily where he stands and where he needsto move. The 
ins·tructor could more comfortably function within guidelines which 
would define what he was expected to teach. The pr9fession would lose 
some of its ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? educational methods and be more a·ble to 
transmit specific knowledge and skills from one generati.on of social 
workers to another. 
Further study is called for ·in order to establish. these standards 
for ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? The author would suggest that this inquiry first 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? how, and what, students grapple with in each of the four· 
semesters. For example, it might be assumed that the beginning student, 
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regardless of prior experience, would be very concerned with doing the 
"right" thing. This concern leads to a certain self centeredness which 
obscures the worker from hearing the non-verbal, veiled communications 
of clients. One expectation for learning in the first semester might 
therefore be to help the student to "listen," to tune in, to empathize, 
to interpret, to look at his own reactions and so forth. 
It would seem to the writer that the process of collecting 
assessments from experienced field instructors and practice faculty 
of what their students worked on in each semester would probably yield 
enough repetition to establish patterns of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? performance. This 
might be followed by securing the field and class teachers' notions 
about "specific next steps"--where they feel students should move 
from that point. Obviously,it is not the intent of this writer to 
develop a research design for future investigations. However, the 
suggested direction would be explorations focused on actual field 
instruction practice (i.e., an analysis of what is happening with 
students as they learn to provide a service). 
It is essential in every field aspiring towards professional 
status that they sanction the competency of their professionals. This 
can be accomplished only through a clear enunciation of acceptable 
standards for performance. The social work profession must testify 
not only to the fact that their workers have acquired a certain level 
of knowledge but that they are able to deliver a service to the public 
on a certain level of quality. Standards can therefore, not be left 




The struggles ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the formation of uniform standards of 
performance are easily extended to the issues of establishing criteria 
, , 
,for acceptable field work ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? field instructors, and student 
,assignments. The findings in this study indicated that the field 
instructor influenced a student's- perception of the quality of his 
placement as an educational experience. However, this factor accounted 
for less than half of the possible influential componentsa A demand 
., ' for further research into the identification of what other segments 
of the agency system most effect student learning seems indicated. 
Given the central role of the field instructor, specification 
of the.expectations for his/her ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? are vital. This involves 
an- examination of ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? practice of field teachers which 
this' sample identified as a very infrequently discussed item. The 
issue here is the skill of the teacher and the process through which 
skills are more highly developed. As discussed earlier, this question 
is complicated not only by our profession's attitude towards super-
vision but also by accepting "supervision" from,a person cqming from 
an outside system. Still, criteria for "h'iring" and "firing" field 
teachers are crucial to insuring a quality social work education. 
Learning to Practice 
Despite literature to the contrary, this sample saw the'process 
of delivering a direct service as the most legitimate and effective 
vehicle for learning the practice skills of social work. Observation 
of skilled practitioners was not rated as highly in educating students 
in the "doing" component of the profession. The author suggests that 
observation enhances the learner's ability to ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? practice. The 
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student becomes "well educated" about practice. Still, learning!E.. 
practice is accomplished primarily through the engagement with real 
people in an effort to provide some agreed upon service. 
Simulated "laboratory experience" was not seen by this group of 
field work directors as a substitute for direct work in teaching 
students to practice. Like role play, this technique insures greater 
protection for the "player" than a real life situation can guarantee. 
Students are not "forced" to respond and tend to slip in and out of 
their roles. All this suggests that although a variety of learning 
opportunities must be employed, schools will continue to need agencies 
in order to teach students the real skills of practice. Anything short 
of this direct contact with people exposes the student more to an 
intellectual pursuit of learning about practice which inevitably must 
be tested out In direct work. 
Further research might resolve the conflict by confirming or 
rejecting the hypothesis that service delivery is the most effective 
tool in teaching students to practice. However, the writer feels it 
would be difficult to set up a design which would accurately measure 
differences in ability resulting from different methods. First, the 
research would need to assess the "pre-test" practice competence of 
the students and control for their initial differences. Also required 
would be an identification of those specific skills which could be 
used to determine "movement." As we have seen this whole area of 
performance levels reflects a general lack of clarity. Prior to 
evaluating the outcomes of different learning tools, more more is 
called for in defining the specific practice skills needed at in-
creasingly more complicated levels of performance. 
? ? ? ?
THE PARTNERSHIP 
It seems fitting that the concluding section of this final chapter 
be devoted to a discussion of the initial thrust of the study, namely, 
an analysis of the relationship between schools of social work. and 
their field placement agencies in their joint task of educating future 
professionals. Interestingly, in no school was there a joint committee 
related to this task which casts doubt upon the existence of a function-
al partnership between the two institutions. It ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? rather, that 
the agency was used as part of the school's total strategy for educating 
their students. We might therefore expect tha.t field work would be 
heavily influenced by the philosophy and direction of the school. 
This was not a reality for those schools under consideration. 
It was clear that all three types of respondents in this study 
felt it was the school's responsibility to structure the field work 
component of the educational process. To some degree this was the 
case. Formal field work departments were e.stablished by each school. 
Although based on vague criteria it was the school that approved the 
placements and field instructors they used. The academic community 
defined the acceptable level of learning achieved by students through 
their ultfmate right to grant passing grades. Less impact was made 
on the field experience in the time between the beginning and ending 
stages. Despite this unfortunate lack of school control over the 
major portion of.the time a student spends in field work, the writer 
would argue that it is the school who is, and should be the "senior" 
partner in the relationship. This conclusion suggests that the school 
become more Be tive and knowledgeable about the total field experience. 
: 
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Institutional arrangements between school and agency were vague. 
The field instructor was used as synonomous with "agency" leading to 
the judgment that most ongoing contacts were evaluated primarily in 
terms of personal attributes rather than organizational factors. Given 
that the competence of the individual field instructor and faculty con-
tact are important evaluative criteria, individuals leave while organi-
zations continue, necessitating the development of more stable institu-
tional arrangements. This stability is insured through the formation 
of standardized reciprocal expectations which db not fluctuate with 
each change in liaison person. Again, this investigator would suggest 
that it is the responsibility of the school to take the initiative in 
creating vehicles which would aid in developing more consistent 
institutionalized relationships. 
In general the school faculty tends to be more knowledgeable about 
the structure of field instruction. They see the patterns from a broader 
perspective than just one agency. Field instructors need to be given 
more information than they presently have in order to effectively 
evaluate their own performance, or theit agency's involvement in the 
educational task. This supports the argument for more contact between 
school and agency but still places responsibility squarely in the hands 
of the educators. 
In analyzing the connections of school to agency, one needs to 
comment on the view of practice held by educators, practitioners and 
students. Practice was assigned great weight in social work education 
by the student and field instructor respondents. Field work and the 
field instructor were seen as more influential on education than class-
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work or, any other school or. agency staff person. Of all the faculty, 
it was the method teacher who was viewed as making the greatest impact. 
Both students and field instructors described a peer relationship 
between the field and school liaisons. The agency people saw themselves 
and their agencies as altruistic in their involvement in educating 
future social work professiona;l,s. They ? ? ? ? ? practice experience and 
skill ? ? ? the most important prerequisites for classroom teaching. 
In contrast, the schools did not place as high a value. on practice 
as their statements regarding the indespensible ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of field 
instruction suggests. As we canvas the faculty of schools in New York 
we find more people with doctorates, less appointments made on the 
basis of practice expertise, more teachers with doctorates and minimal 
practice experience. No longer is being a "seasoned" practitioner. the 
preferred standard for academic appointments. The school was seen by 
the faculty r·epresentatives in this study as more prestigious than the 
social service agency. The choice of affiliation as a field work 
placement and motivation for becoming a field instructor were seen as 
influenced heavily by the desire for increased status and prestige. 
Field work directors indicated that regardless of a field instructor's 
years of experience he/she was seen by school and agency· people ? ? ? ? ? ?
as occupying a lower status position than a faculty member with con-
siderable less practice experience. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? the field teacher was 
seen as being a less integral part of academic and a less competent 
educator than the classroom teacher. 
The phenomenon of teaching faculty with decreasing practice 
experience coupled with a low status and reSUlting minimal expectations 
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of field supervisors might reflect the future direction of social work 
education. If so, the training of our professionals would have moved 
full circle from a primary emphasis on practice experience to a focus 
on the more theoretical, academic areas of learning. History has 
taught us that intuitive practice does not constitute a profession. 
Similarly, the future will prove that academics alone will not be able 
to insure the achievement of the professional objective of providing 
effective services to the public. The elimination or down grading of 
either could prove fatal to the continuing growth of our profession. 
The conclusion ·of this study, like all endings, forces us to 
look back at what has transpired before. In that vein, it is clear 
that the class and field settings have been together for a long time. 
In a sense they have survived the "test of time," with all the hopes, 
disappointments, frustrations and arguments that characterized the 
years. Do school and agency stay together out of "habit"? •• I think 
not. Up until this point the relationship has met the individual 
needs of each setting. It is the writer's contention, however, that 
the association has remained at the same level of functioning during 
the more recent past. Even the points of strain and argument have 
remained consistent. The writer suggests that we have reached a 
crossroads. Relationships and skills are never static. They either 
progress or regress. It seems appropriate to move ahead rather than 
allow a relationship of so many years to deteriorate without a 
struggle. Perhaps the struggle begins with an attempt to tackle those 
problematic issues which emerged in this study and have been summarized 
in this chapter. 
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Educators and practitioners have suggested a number of approaches 
designed to enhance the relationship between school and agency. Among 
the more popular are: 
1. Use of field staff to teach courses ·at the University. 
2. Use of faculty to offer courses in the field setting. 
3. Joint hiring and financing of a field instructor who would 
supervise in the agency and ? ? ? ? ? ? some teaching·responsiblity in the 
school. 
4. Cooperative development of teaching material which could 
be employed simultaneously in class and field. 
5. Use of field staff to conduct seminars/workshops for 
faculty and/or studen.ts. 
6. Use of faculty to lead workshops/seminars for agency staff. 
In all of these approaches the anticipated result is greater 
closeness between class and field and petter integration of the content 
taught to students in both settings. A comprehensive plan for imple-
menting these approaches has generally Jot been proposed in the six 
schools under consideration in this stuJy• 
The writer has no quarrel with any of the notions suggested; in 
fact, she would endorse any or all of them. However, it is the author's 
belief that the salvation of the school-agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? will not be 
found through the placement of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in each other's roles and 
settings. Rather, field and class people need to maintain their own 
identities and use. each other's complementary skills. Clearly, the 
Writer has ·advocated throughout this document that agency and school 
work harder to put into practice what they espouse·philosophically. 
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This would primarily address the areas of control of field instructor, 
teaching the field instructor to teach and the field advisement system. 
APP.ENDIX A 347 
• ANALYSIS or RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOLS C1P SOCIAL WORK AND rIBm INSTRICTION AGENCIES 
RESEARCHER: SANDRA KAHN 
STUDENT Qt!!STIOtINA IRB 
? ? ? ? ? ? Thia QueatioGnaire deala with your first year placement not your current 
placement). 
I. Queltiona Related to Agency Placement 
1. Agency category (e.8. family. "Iettlement houle. hOlpital. mental health clinic. 
welfare department. etc.) 2. Pattern of field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
•• _____ ASency financed student unit 
b. School financed student unit 
c.----Educational Center (agency and faculty Itaffed) 
d, _____ Educational Centor (faculty-oftly) 
e, _____ Agency employed field inatructor (1-2 atudentl) 
f. ____ School faculty member s. Don't knov 
h", Other (pleaae lpeelfy) 
In the iteme belov pleaae indicate the degree to Which varioua methods were uaed in your 
aalipment. 
3. Calevork 
4. Group Work 
S. COIIIDunity 
Organization 
6. Policy & Planning 
7. Relearch 
8. Other (Specify) 
Very 





































Pleaae indicate belov the degree to which your allipment val an integral part of agency 
service and related to your educational experience. 
9. Integral Part of 
Agency Service 
10. Set up lpacifically 
aa an Educational 
Experience not nor-
!DIlly part of 
agency aervice. 
Very " Quite 














11. How would you rate the placement 88 an educational experience? 
a. Excellent 
b. Above Average 
c • __ Average 
d. Below AveragOe 
e._Poor 
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12. How would you rate the placement as a social aervice agency (i.e. quality of 
services delivered to client)? 
a. __ Outstanding 




Who was influential in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of work tasks for you as a student? 
Very Somewhat Hardly Not 
Influentisl Influential Influential At All 
13. Field Instructor w (b) Tc) (ci) 
14. Faculty Field Adviser Ta) (b) Tc) (ci') 
15. Agency Executive W (b) Tc) (ci) 
16. Dean of School W- (b) Tc> (ci) 
17. Methods Teacher Ta) (b) Tcr (ci) 
18. Student (Yourself) W- (b) Tcr (ci) 
19. Agency Staff Ta) (b) Tc) (ci) 
20. Field Work Department W- (b-)- Tcr (ci) 
II. Quegtions Related to your Field Instructor 
21. Please indicate how many students your field instructor supervised. 
a. ____ 1-2 Students 
b. 3-4 Students 
c. Unit (4-6 Students) 
d. __ Educational Center (6+ Students) 
22. Did you have planned conferences with your field instructor: (CHECK ONE) 
a. __ No b._Yes. Very Regularly 
e. __ Other (Please specify) 
c._Yea. Irregularly d. __ On a Need 
Baa is 
- 3 -
23. Average length of plaaDed conferences with field instructor: 
, a. More than 2 hours a week 
b .--Two hours a week 
c .--One hour a week 
d.--Lesa thaa one hour a week 
e .--Every other week 
f. Monthly 
349 
'Please :lndicate the pattern of conferences held 'with your field instructor: 
E 1 xc usively s vb OIIII! f at 0 ten On i ce n a 
? ? ? ? Individual Conferences a. b. c.' 
25. Group Conferences a. b. c. 
26. Both a. b. c. 
Whil e 
Please indicate the frequency vith Which the following items were discussed with your 
field instructor: ' 
Very Quite A Not 
Prequen,tly A Bit Little· ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? At All 
27. Asaeasment of your prac-
tice skills Tar (ij)'" Tcr (ci) Ter 28. Your learning problema ""'fa) (b) Tc) ""'(ci} Ter 
29. Proble1ll8 in supervisory relationahip ""Tar (b) Tc) (ci) cer 30. Personal developmental problems Tar- (b) Tc) (ci) Ter 
31. Process records '"Ta) (b) (C) (ci) Ter 
32. Agency functioning 
33. "Client" problema 
'"Ta) (b) Tc) (ci) Te) 
--rar- \'6} TcI -,or -rer-
34. How available, to you, vas yOur field iastructor outside of planned conferences? 
a. Very available 
b. Fairly available 
c. Access with Moderate Difficulty' 
d. __ Access with Great Difficulty 
35. Did your field inatructor have any other responsibilitie8 in addition to student 
supervision? 
8. Yes b. No 
If-;;Y;S" please iadicate the nature of theae reaponsibilities: 
a. __ Major agency responsibilities 
b. __ Miaor agency responsibilities 
36. Did these other re8ponsibilities interfere with the field instructor's relation-
ship to you? 
a. Yes b.--No 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? not apply If "Yea" in what V8y _____________ ..... _____________ _ 
- 4 -
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37. In your opinion should a field instructor - (RESPOND TO EACH ITEM) 
Yes No 
a. Supervise students exclusively a. - a. -b. Have major responsibility for student 
supervision. b. - b. -c. Carry limited responsibility for agency c. - c. -service 
d. Carry major responsibility for agency service d. - d. -
Please indicate your perception of the factors that motivate someone to become a 
field instructor. 
38. Additional Learning Experience 
39. Affiliation with 8 University 
40. Higher status and prestige 
41. Career Promotional Opportunities 
42. Increase in Salary 
43. Desired by Agency 
44. Furthering the profession 
45. Enjoyment of teaching role 
46. Other (specify) 
Major Somewat 
































Pleaae rate your field instructor as an educator, practitioner and role model 
47. Educe tor 
48. Practitioner 
49. Role Hodel 
(Someone you might 





Above Below Don't 
Averal!e Averal!e Averal!e Know 
b. - c. - d. - e. -
b. - c. - d. - e. -








Ill. ·Questions Related to Your Contact with School Paculty 
50. lias there a specific faculty member assigned to work with you around (CHECK THE 
ONE THAT APPLIES) 
- a. Field Work 
b.--Class Work 
c.:::::Same person for both 
d._No one asaigaed, 
51. If you had a specific faculty field adviser did you usually meet with him/her 
a. __ Individually , 
b. With Group'of Students 
c.--Both 
d. Other (Please speclfy) ____ -:--________________ _ 
52. How often did you meet witb your faculty field adviser? (Check whatever applies) 
a. Once a Semester 
b.--Once a Hontb 
c.-Hore than Once a Hontb 
d -On a "Heed" Basis 
e:--At Evaluation Time 
,f. Other (Plesse specify> _____ -----------------
, Please indicate 'the frequency with Which the following items were discussed with your 
, faculty or faculty field adviser: 
Very Quite A Not 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? A Bit ' Little d liar 1y At All 
(al (b) "Tc) (ci) Te> 
53. Assesamen,t of your prac-
tice ski11s 
<a> (b) Tcr (ci) Te> 
54. Assesament of your claa. 
work 
55. Evaluation of field taaks 
assignment W (b) --ccr '(ci) Te> 
(a) (b) "Tc) ""'(d) Te> 56. Evaluation of suitability of placement 
Tar" (b) Tc) '(ci) <er 57. Problems experieaced with field instructor , 
1a 
<a> """(b) Tcr <Cfr Te> 58. Problems i,n practice skU 
I W (b) "Tc) "(ci) Ter 59. Attempt to integrate clea and field' wrk 
<a> ? ? "Tc) (ci) Te> 60. Peraonal developmental problems ' 61. Other <Pleaae specify) ____ Tar" {b) "Tc) (ci) Ter 
- 6 -
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62. Was there any other faculty member(s) with whom you discussed field work? a. Classroom teacher (which class) _______________________________________ _ 
b. Member of Field Work Department 
c. __ Other (Please ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?d. __ No one other than faculty field adviser. 
63. Did any of these contacts influence your Held performance? 
a. Very Much 
b .--Somewhat 
c. Very little 
d. __ Not at all 
IV. Questions Related to I,nat vou Were Taught 
Please indicate your opinion about the following statements and then specify t!:e vit!w 
promulgated in class and field. 
View Promulgated '/1ew !'romu Igo ted 
Your View in Field ill Class 
64. There is a common core of social 
work theory that distinguishes Yes Yes Yes 
it from other professions. No No __ So 
65. This cornmon core of theory is Yes Yes 'ies 
readily identifiable. No No -So 
66. There is a common core of social Yes Yes __ yes 
work practice ? ? that dis- --No No __ ? ? ?
tingu1shes it from other profesaions .--
67. Thill ': ... aIIIOn core of practice I ? ? ? ? __ yes __ Yes skills is readily identifiable. _No __ No 
Please indicate the extent to which theoretical material related to the following areas 
was taught in the field. 
Great Deal Some 
0 f Th Th eorv eory 




70. Organizational Theory 
Ta> (b) n. Role Theory 
Ta> (b) 72. Social Change 'Ta) (b) 
73. Community Organization Ta) (b) 
74. Psychopathology (a) (b) 
75. Family Therapy 'Ta) (b) 
76. Policy and Planning 
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Please indicate to what extent practice skills were taught in the classroom. Prac-
"tice skills are defined roughly as the ''how" to" repertoire of the social worker ••• the 
step-by-step movements of the worker in helping the client to solve his problem(s) or 
in helping to organize social services in response to need. 
78. Diagnostic (Problem & Need) 
79. Interactional 
80. Social Action 
81. Social Service Organization 
82. Administration 
8l. Other (Specify) 
Very 








A Bi WIt Ha dl t at r LY 
(b) (c) """'(if) 
(ii) (e) (d) 
(ii) Te> (d) 
(ij) (c) """'(if) 
(ii) (c) (ii) 









Who was most influential in your education as a social worker? 
Very Somewhat Hardly Not At All 
Influential Influential Influential Influential 
84. Field Instructor 
(a) (b) Tcr (d) 
85. Methods Teacher 
Ca) (b> (c) (d) 
86. Faculty Field Adviser 
(a) (b) Tc) (d) 
87. Fellow Students 
(a) (b) (c) (d) 
88. Please indicate the degree of influence the following structures had on your educa-
tion as a social worker. RESPOND ? ? ? ? TO 'fIIOSE tHAT APPLY to YOUR SCHOOL. 
A. Integrative Seminar 
B. Croup Field Advia1ns 
Semill8r 
C. Educational Center 
D. One-to-one Field Faculty 
Advising E. Other _______ _ 
Very Somewhat IIardly Not at All 
Influential Influential Influential Influential 
Ca) (b) (c) (d) 
Ca) (b) Tc> (d) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) 
(a) (b) Tc) Cd) 
Ca) (b) (C) (d) " 
89. In comparison to other stu-
dents in your .s.l!!!. and ? ? (or 
track) ? ? ? ? what you were taught in 
the field ... 
90. In comparison to other stu-
dents in your clasa but in differ-
ent methods (OT tracka) was what 



















91. Are there uniform standaTda for performance in field work? Yes ___ ___ No_ 
92. Do you feel there ought to be uniform standards? 
Yes 
No-
Following are some common opinions regarding social work education. PLease indicate the extent of your ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with each statement as well as your perception of thu ? ? ? ?tent of agreement of School and Agency, 
93. Observation of a trained social worker in action is as ? ? ? ? ? a learning experience 
for the student as engaging in his own direct practice with cLients, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? members 





.1 Strongly 2 Slightly 1- 2-1= 2= Disagree 3_Strong1y 4_Slightly 3 4 3= 4= 
94. An emphasis on the teaching of generic social work practice produces a 






1 2 1= 2= Disagree 3_Strongly 4_Slightly 3 4 3= 4= 
95. Social Work education ought to focus pTimarily on interactional skills (i.e. the 
workeT in interaction with communities, small groups, individuals,city officials, etc.), 






1 Strongly 2 Slightly 1- 2-1- 2= 
Diau;ree 
3_Strongly 4_Sl1ghtly 
3 4 3= 4-
96. Schools should drop method concentrstions (i.e, casework, group work, social work 






1 Strongly 2 Slightly 1- 2-1- 2= 
Disagree 
3_Strongly 4_Slightly 
3 4 3= 4-
- 9 -
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97. Social Work practice skills remain the same in work with individuals, groups, 
communities, etc. It is therefore unnecessary to provide courses in particular 
methods as long as the generic practice courses'are sensitive to!!! methods and not 






3 4 3- 4 
98. Conceptual and theory teaching are the primary province of the classroom r'ather 






3 4 ' 3_ 4= 
99. Indicate the extent of influence classwork and field work 'had on your education 
Very Influential Somewhat Hardly Not At .0\11 
A. Classwork 
B. Fieldwork 
a. b. - c. -- d. ___ . , a. b. - c._ d. ---
V. questions Related to Integration of Class and Field 
Please indicate the extent to which your faculty and field instructor attempted to 
integrate classroom content with field experience. 
100. Faculty Adviser 
101. Methods Teachers 
102. Other Classroom 
Teachers 














Hade Hardly Hade No 





104. Based on your experience last year please check the statement(s) best describing 
the relationship between class and field. 
s._A great deal of conflict in content 
b. Some conflict in content 
c.-Hardly any conflict 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? at all 
e. ____ Hutually exclusive 
- 10 -
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Classes can roughly be divided into two sections: Methods classes (casework. group 
work. social work prsctice. community organization) and non-methods classes (psycho-
pathology. research. growth and behavior courses. social welfare, history'. etc.). 
PLEASE nIDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR FIELD INSTRtJ::TOR HADE A'l'TEHPIS TO IN'IECRA'm, 
INTO THE FIELD EXPERIENCE. CONTENT FROM METHODS AND NON-METHODS COURSES. 
Very Quite Some 
Much A Bit What Har dl LY 
Not At 
All 
lOS. Methods Classes W "(b) (ci) (c) cer 
106. Non-Methods Classes (a) (b) Tc) (ci) Te) 
VI. Questions Related to School - Agencv Relationships 
107. Please indicate which of the following best describes the relationship of your 
field instructor to the faculty field adviser. CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 
a. __ Peer relationship 
b. Hierarchical relationship 
c. Faculty member 1n super ior position 
d. __ Fleld instructor in superior poSition 
e. __ Distant relationship (Infrequent contacts Dr contacts generally related 
to criais aituations rather than ongoing student ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
f. __ Close relationship (Phone calls and meetings at regular intervals ratber 
than only at crisis points). 
Who do you feel was influential in setting expectations for your field instructor's 
performance as a student supervisor? 
Very Quite Some Not 
Influential A Bit What Hardlv At All 
108. Ager.cy Executive "Ta) (b) Tc) (d) ""Te) 
l09. Faculty Field Adviser Tar' (b) Tc) (d) ""Te) 
110. Field Inst's Supervisor 
(a) (b) Tc) (d) (e) 
111. Other Field Insts. 
(a) (b) Tc) (ci) Ter 112. Field Work Department 
Ta> (b) (c) (ci) (e) 113. Dean 
(a) (b) Tcr Cd) cer 
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? ? ? ? was most influential in setting expectations for your performance in the field? 
Very ,Quite Some Not 
I f1 1 I A Bi Wh Ha dl n uent a t at r LY A All t 
114. Field Instructor (b) (a) 'TcT (ci) Te> 
115. Faculty Field Adviser 
(a) (b) (c) (d) """(e) 
li6. Agency Executive 
(a) (b) "Tc') (ci) Te> 
117. Dean 
(a) (lj") "Tc') (ci) Te> 
118. Field Work Departuent 
119. Classroom Teachers 
(b) (c) (ci) "Te)"" 
I 
(a) 
(a) (b) 'TcT (ci) "Te)"" 
i 
Who was influent ial in deciding 'whether you ,should pass or fail field Io'Ork? 
,Very Quite Some Not 
InUuential A Bit ? ? ? ? ? P.ardlI At All 
120. Field Instructor 
(a) (b) ""Tc) (ci) "Te)"" 
121. Faculty Field Adviser 
(a) (ii) (c) (d) "Te)"" 
122. ClassroOm Teachers 
(a) (b) (c) Cd) (e) 
123. Dean 
(a) (b) 'TcT (ci) (e) 124. Field Work Department 
(a) (b) Tcr (ci) "Te) 125. Agency Executive 
(a) (ii) (c) (ci) ""To') 
126. Committee of Students 
and Faculty, (a) (ij) CcT (ci) ""To') 
Please indicate the extent of influence the following s'chool people had on how service 
"was delivered in your agency. 
Very Quite Some Not 
I £1 i 1 A Bit Wh t Ha d1 n uent a a r LY. A ' All t 
127. 'Faculty Field Adviser 
(4) (b) "Tcr (ci) "Te)"" 128. Classroom Teachers (8) (ii) Tcr (ci) (e) 
(4) i (b) (c) Cd) (e) 
129. Field Work Department 
(8) (ii) (c) (d) (e) 
130. Students in the Agency 
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Following arc 4 educational areas. Please indicate 
following agency people have on each area. 
131. General Curriculum 
A. Field Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 
C. Other Social Uorkcrs 
132. Content of Methods Classes 
A. Field Instructor--
B. E:;:ecutive Staff 
C. Other Social Workers 
133. Choice of Field Agencies 
A. Field Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 
C. Other Social Workers 
l34. Criteria for Student 
Performance 
A. Field Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 














































































Please rate your faculty field adviser as an educator and practitioner. 
Above Below 
Excellent AveraRe Avera2e AveralZe . Poor 
135. Educator a. b. - c. -- d. __ e._ 
a. b. -- c. -- d. __ e. --136. Practitioner 
Please rate your methods teacher as educator and practitioner. (If you had.2 teachers 
choose the one you consider most tmportant). 
Above Below 
Excellent ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? AveraRe Averaoe Poor 
137 ? ? . Educator a. b. -- c. __ d. __ . e._._ 
138. Practitioner a. b. __ e._ d. __ e._ 
Please indicate the degree ? ? ? "scho1arUness" of your field instructor. _thods 
teacher and non-methods teacher. 
S h 1 1 c 0 8rLY 
Not Scholarly But Hardly ? ? ? ? All 
Widely Read Scholarly 
139. Field Instructor . (a) (b) (c) 
140. Methods Teacher 
(a) (b) ec) 
141. Other Teachers 
<a) (b) ec) 
- 14,-
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Below are some statements relating to what educators and practitioners think about 
themselves and each other. PlEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT OF 'YOUR AGREEMENT OR DIS-
AGREEMENT WITH EACH STATEMENT. 
142. Faculty have more practice 
eKperience than agency 
people. 
143. Faculty are more concerned 
with social problems and 
social po1icy ••• agency peo-
ple with direct practice. 
144. Faculty are more sensitive 
to current practice direc-
tions than agency people 
who are more parochial in 
their experience. 
145. Faculty are steeped in 
theory and are out of touch 
with real practice. 
146. Agency people are more 
skilled practitioners 
than faculty. 
147. The school's goal of educa-
tion and the agency's goal 
of service are contradic-
tory. 
148. School people know more about 
educating students than 



















c. --- d. ---
c. d. --- ---
c. --- d._ 
c. --- d. -
c._ d. ---
c. d. --- ---




149. piease indicate the statement whicb best describes the relationsbip between 
your roles aa student and service deliverer in your placement. 
a. Strong conflict 
b.-----Hoderate conflict 
c.----Hinlmal conflict 
d. No conflict 
150. Ate there any additional c'oaments you would like to make o\tbout school agenc)' 
areas of, conflict or cooperation. Pleaae do so 'bere. 
SOCIAL WORK EXPERIENCE 
1. Your School of SoCial Work. ___________ ---:::::-_:----....:.---.:....--------(Name) 
2. Major areaCs) of Concentration 
a. __ Casework 
b • __ Group Work 
c. ___ Community Organization 
d. _____ Policy and Planning 
e, __ Administration 
f, ___ Other (Please Specify term used in your Scbool), ______________ __ 
3. Year. of Full Time Social Work paid experience before achool admisaion, ___ ___ 
4. Years of Part Tbne paid or volunteera aocial'work experience before acbool 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?_______________________________________ _ 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
1. ABe at Last Birthday 
(Years) 
________________________ ? ? ? ? ? ?
_______________ .Female 
3. Marital Status 
____________________ ...;Single. Never Married 
________________ ? ? ? ? ? ?
_____________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
__________________ ...;Divorced 
______________________ ? ? ? ? ? ?
4. Do you have Children of your OWn? 
_______________________ yes 
_______________________ ? ? ? ?
______________________ .Number. 1f "Yes" 
5. Religion 
_____________________ Ca tho lie 
______________________ ...;Jewish 
_________________________ Protes tant 
_______________________ ...;None 
____________________ ...;Other (P leaae Spec lfy) 
6. Ethnicity 
_____________________ N.at ive American 
___________________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
__________________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
362 
__________________ Puereo Rican 
______________________ Wh,itG 
___________________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (please 
Specify) 
APPENDIX B 363 
ANALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOLS OF SOCIAL WORK AND FIELD INSTRUCTION AGENCIES 
. RESEARCI!ER: SANDRA KAHN 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
Section I'.' Questions Related to Your Agency and to You as a Practitioner 
1. Agency category (e.g.' family, . settlement house, hospital mental health clinic, 
planning etc.) . '
2. How would you rate your agency as an educat ional experience for g.raduate aoc ial 
? ? ? ? s tuden ts ? 
1. Excellent 
2. Above Average '3. __ Average 
4. Below Average 
S. Poor 
3 •. How would you rate your ager.cy as a sodal' service agency (i.e. quality of ser'lices 
delivered to client)? 
1. Outstanding' 
2. Very Good 
3. Good 4.--Fa1r 
S. Poor 
4. Are you accountable to another staff member? 1. Yes 2. No 
If you are accountable to another staff member please indicate ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? w1th 
which you hold formal (one hour or more) conferences. 
5. Once a Week 
6. Once 8 Month 
. 7. More Than Once 8 Month . 
8. Less Than Once s Month 
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Please indicate who was influential in the a8signment of your work tasks. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
TO ALL ITEMS. 
Very Somewhat Rardly Not 
Influential Influentisl Influential At All 
10. Agency Executive 
? ? (i) (4) (3) 
11. Yourself 
(4) (3) ? ? (i) 12. Your Supervisor 
(4) (3) ? ? (i) 
13. Other Staff 
(4) (3) (2) (i) 
14. Board of Directors 
(4) (3) (2) (i) 
15. Other (Spedfy) I 
(4) (3) ? ? I (i) 
Who is influential in the development of policy in your agency1 RESPm.-o TO ALL ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Very Somewhat Hardly Not 
Influential Influential Influential At All 
16. Agency Executive (2) (i) (4) (3) 
17. Administrative Staff 
(4) (3) (2) err 
18. Social Work Staff 
(4) (3) (2) (i') 
19. Other Professional Staff 
20. Clients 
(4) I (3) (2) ('i') I 
21. Other (Specify) 
(4) I (3) ? ? err-(4) I (3) (2) (i) 
Section II: Questions Related to Your Agencv as a Field Work Placement and to Yell As 
s Field Instructor 
1. Please check the School(s) of Social York with which your sgency is affiliated 
(1) Adelphi (2) Columbia (3) Fordham (4) Hunter 
(5) Stonybrook (6) Wurzveiler (7) Other (Please specify) 
2. Nlllllber of field instructors in the sgency? _________________ _ 
3. Pattern of field instruction in your agency. (CHECK ALL THAT APPL1) 
1._" __ Agency financed student unit 
2. School finsnced atudent unit 
3. Educational Center (Agency and Faculty Staffed) 
4. __ Educational Center (Faculty Only) 
S. __ Agency employed field instructor (1-2 students) 
6. __ School faculty member 
7. Don't Know 
8. Other (Please Specify) 
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'4. Please indicate how many students you supervise. 
1. 1-2 Students 
2.------3-4 Students 
3.--Unit (4-6 Students) 
4. Educational Center (6+ Students) 
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5. Do you have any other responsibilities in addition to student,supervision? 
1. Yes' '2. No 
If"Yes"please ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of these responsibilities: 
1. __ Hajor agency responsibilities 
2. ______ Hiaor agency 'responsibilities 
6. Did these other responsibilities interfere with your relationship to your student(s)? 
1. Yes 
2 ------No 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? not apply If"Yes" in what ? ? ? ? ?____________________________________________________________________________ ___ 
7. In your opinion should a field ins,tructor - (RESPOND TO EACH ITEM) 
a. Supervise students exclusively 
b. Have major responsibility for student supervision 
c. Carry limited responsibility for agency service 





2.---2.= ? ? ? ?
Please indicate your perception of the factors that motivate ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to become a field 
instructor. 
8. Additional Learning Experience 
9. Affiliation with a ,University 
10. Hlgher Status and Prestige 
11. Career PrODotional Oppor-
tunities 
12. Increase in Salary 
13. Desired by Agency 
14. Furthering the Profession 
15. Enjoyment of Teaching Role 
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Who do you feel vas influential in setting expectations for your performance ss a 
student supervisor? 
Very Quite 
I f1 i 1 A Bi n uent a t 
17. Agency Executive Ts) (4) 
18. Faculty Field Adviser m- (r) 
19. Your Agency Supervisor m- (4) 
20. Other Field insts. Ts) (4) 
21. Field Work Department (sf" ""(4) 
22. Dean (sf" (4) 



























24. Please indicate the statement which best describes the relationship between your 
roles as educator and service deliverer in your agency. 
1. __ Strong Conflict 
2. Moderate Conflict 
3.--Minimal ConfUct 
4. No Conflict 
25. Please indicate your primary aspiration for your ? ? career ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? CHECK 
ONLY ONE ANSWER. 
1-. - . Agency Administrator 
2.--Social Planner 
3. Social llork Faculty ¥.ember ... Classroom Teaching 
4. __ Social Work Faculty l".ember ... School Field Instructor 
5. Private Practitioner 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Social Work Practitioner 
7. Group Worker 
8. Caseworker 
9.--Community Organizer lO. Other (Please Specify) ______________________ _ 
1l. __ Uncertain 
Additional Comments 
Section Ill: Questions Related to Field Instruction 
1. Do you have planned conferences with your student(s)? (CHECK ONE) 
1. __ No 2. __ Yes. Very Regularly 3. __ Yes. Irregularly 4. _____ On a Need Basis 5. __ 0ther (Pleaae Specify) ______________________ _ 
·5· 
2. Average length of planned conferences with your student 
1. ? ? ? ? ? ? than 2 hours a week 
2.--Two hours II week 
3.--One hour II week 
4.-Less than one hour a week 
5.-Everv other week 
6. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
-"Please ind"icate the pattern of conferences held with your stedent 
Exclusivel\' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Often 
3. lnd tv idual Conference 1. 2. 
I •• Grollp Conference 1. 2. 
S. Both 1. 2. 
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Please indicate the frequency with which the following ite::l9 ·tlere discussed ? ? ? ? ? ? ),o;:r 
strlcent (5) ':' 
Very Quite A Not 
Freouently A Bit Little Hard 1': I At All 
6. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of practice skills 
.. Learning Proble!llS " --m- (i:) ? ? (2) ? ?(s) (i:) (j) --m- (i) 
II. Prob lellls in SlIper\'isory 
Relationship (s) (4) ? ? (2")" (i') 
q. Personal Developmental 
Problems (s) ""(4) ? ? (2') (l) 
10. Process Records (5) (4) ? ? ('2") or 
11. Agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (5) """(4) (3) (2) (l) 
12. "Client" Problems (s) (4) --m- (2) (f) 
? ? ? ? ? is influential in setting expectat ions for student ;:.erfort:lance i:l the He Id ? ?
13. Field Instrllctor 
14. Faculty Field Adviser 
15. Agency ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
16. Dean 
17. Field Work Department 
18. Classroom Teachers 
Very Quite SOml! 
Influential A Bit I"ihat 
(s) (4) (3) 
(5) (4f" -ar 
(s) (4) (3) 
(s) (4) T3) 
(s) (4) (j) 




























Faculty Field Adviser 
Classroom Teachers 
Dean 
Field Work Department 
Agency Executive 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of Students and Faculty I 
! 
Very Quite Some Not At 























"""'('2") I (i) __ 1_-
? ? ? (1) 
? ? ? ? ? ?
(2) I (i) 
"""'('2) I (I) 
"""'('2) I (I) ___ i __ _ 
(2) i (1) 
Section IV: Questions Related to Contacts Between School and Agency 
Please indicate your perception of the factors that motivate your agency to become a 
field work placement. (PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL ITEMS) 
Major Somewhat I Minor No Factor Factor A Factor Factor At All 
1. To obtain additional manpower 
2. To save money on staff W-
I ('2) (3) I (1) 
I 
(4) I ('2) (3) (1) 
3. Staff member wants to be a field 
instructor 
4. Furthering the profession 
S. Increased prestige 
6. Responding to request from School 
i W- (3) j """'('2") (1) 
W- (3) I ""'(2) (1) I 
W- (3) I ('2) (1) I W- (3) ""'(2) (1) 
7. Other (Specify) W- (3) ('2) (1) 
- 7 - 369 
Please indicate your perception of the factors that motivate Schools of Social Work 
to initiate and maintain relationships with independent practice agencies in the edu-
cation of students. (PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL ITEMS) 
Major Somewhat Minor No Factor 
Factor a Factor Factor At All 
8. rield work is indispensible to 
social Work education. 
9. Schools' ? ? ? ? ? ? ? financial re-
sources prevent them from estab-
lishing their own teaching agencies 
. 10. Limited finances prevent Schools 
from hiring their awn field instruc 
tors for units. 
11. Faculty do not want to do field 
teaching. 
12. Belief that practice should be 
learned from agency practitioners 
in their own agencies. 
13. To help raise level of. practice 









(3) (2) (1) 
(3) ('2") (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) '(2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
15. tath reference to your assigl1l!1ent this year was there a specifie faculty ml!':lber 
assisned to work with YOIl around student supervision? 
1(i, 
1. Yes. . 
2. No 
If you had a specific faculty Liason did you ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? meet IIi th ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
1. Ind i'/idul!lly 
2.--lllth Group of Field Instructors 
3,--Both 
4. Other (Please specify) _____________________ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? fte+ adviser? (Check whl!te'/er aprites) Hem often did :'ou meet .with your 
1. Once a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2.--Once a Month 
3.--}lore than Once a Month 
4.--On a "Need" Basis 
5.--"t Evaluation Time 6. Other (Please spec1fy) __________________________ _ 
Please indicate the frequency with which the following items were discussed with your 
faculty liason person 
Very Quite Hardly 
Preauent,lv A Bit At All Never 
18. Agency Service (4) (3) (2) (i) 
19. Student'a Practice (4) (j) ('2) ? ?20. Your Supervisory P.ractice (4) (3) .-m- m---
21. School Curriculum (3') (2) (i) (4) 
- 8 - 370 
Please rate your faculty lias on as an educator, practitioner and scholar. 
Above Below 
Excellent Average Average Averal!e Poor 
22. Educator S. 4. -- 3._1 2. -- 1. __ . I s. 4. -- 3'_1 2. - 1._ 
S. 4. __ 3._ 2. -- 1. __ 
23. Practitioner 
24. Scholar 
2S. Please indicate which of the following best describes your relationship to the 
School's faculty field adviser. CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 
1. Peer ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2.--Hierarchlcal relationship, faculty reember in superior position 
3. Hierarchical relationship, field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in superior position 
4. Distant relationship (infrequent contacts or contacts generally related 
--to crisis situations rather than ongoing student development). 
S. __ Close relationship (Phone calls and meetings at regular intervals rather 
than only at crisis p?ints). 
Please indicate the frequency with whlch you had contact with the following School people. 
Very Quite Hardly 
l FreQuent v A Bit At a 11 !II • e'ler 
26. Classroom Teachers 
(4). ? ? Tz) --m-
(4) ? ? (2) "'(i) 
27. Field ? ? ? ? ? ? Department 
28. Dean 
(4) (j) (2) ""(1) 
I ! (4) m- I (f) (T) I 29. Other (Please specifl,') __ _ 
Please indicate the extent of influence the following school people had on ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
yas delivered in your agency. 
Very Quite Sor.:e 
Influential A Bit What 
30. Faculty Pield Adviser 
(4) (j) (5) 
31. Classroom Teachers 
(S) (4) I (3) 
(S) (4) (j) 
32. Field Work Department 
, 
(S) (4) m 33. Students in the Agency 
? ? ? ? ?
Hardlv At 1\11 
('2") (I) 
('2") (i') 






I i i 
! , 
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Following are 4 educational areas. Please indicate the degree of" influence ? ? of 
the following agency people have on ? ? area. 
34. General CurriculUm 
A. Pield Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 
C. Other Social Workers 
35. Content of Methods Classes" 
A. Field Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 
C. Other Social Workers 
36. Standard for Selection of 
Field Agencies 
A. Field Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 
C. Other Social Workers 
37. Criteria for Student 
Performance 
A. ? ? ? ? ? ? Instructor 
B. Executive Staff 















































Ha dl r LV " A All t 
(2) (i') 
Tz) (i') 
(2) ur- I 
" Not 
H dl !oar LV A All t 




dl Mar LV A All t 
(2) ur 
'(2) "(i) I ; I 
I 
(2) (i) i I , , 
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Below are some statements relating to what educators and practitioners think about 
themselves and each other. PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT OF YOUR AGREEMENT OR DIS-
AGREEMENT WITH EACH STATEMENT. 
38. Faculty have more practice experience 
than agency people. 
39. Faculty are more concerned with social 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and social policy ••• agency 
people v.I. th direct practice. 
40. Faculty are more sensitive to current 
practice directions than agency people 
who are more parochial in their 
experience. 
41. Faculty are steeped in theory and are 
out of touch with real practice. 
42. Agency people a"re more ski1led prac-
titioners than faculty. 
43. The school's goal of education and the 
agency's goal of service are contra-
dictory. 
44. School people know more about educating 



















2. 1. - ---
2. I. -- ---
2. I. -- ---
2. 1. -- ---
2. I. -- ---
2. __ 1. ---
2. I. -- ---
Please indicate the degree to which ? ? feel each of the following standards should be 
factors in the selection and hiring of faculty members. RESPOND TO ALL lTE}IS. 
45. Practice Experience 
46. Written Publications 
47. Demonstrated Leadership 
48. Personal ity 
49. Liked by Other Faculty 
50. Skilled Practitioner 











Somewhat Minor ? ? ? Factor 
A Factor Factor At All 
(3) (2) (l) 
(3) (2') (l) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) 
(3) (2) (1) I 
- 11 -
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Section V: Questions Related to Integration of Class and Field 
1. ·Based on your experience please check the statement(s) best describing the relation-
ship between class and field. . 
1. A great deal of conflict in content 
2.-----Some conflict in content 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? any conflict 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? at all· 
5. Mutually exclusive 
Please indicate the extent to which you, faculty members and other field instructors 
sttempted to integrate classroom content with field experience. 
Hade Hade Hade Hardly Hade llo 
? ? ? ? ? ? ?Effort Some Effort Anv Effort Effort At All 
2. Faculty Adviser . .1 (4) (3) ""(2) ('i) 
3. Methods.Teachers i. (4) (3) (2) I ('i) 4. Other Classroom Teachers (4) (3)." ""(2) ! '"(T) 
S. You 
I (4) ('3) ""(2) (i) 6. Other Field Instructors I (4) (3) (2) ('i) 
Classes· can roughly be divided into two sections: Methods ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (casework, g=oup 
work, social work practice, community organization) and non-methods classes (psycho-
pathology, research, growth and ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? courses, social ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? history, etc.). 
PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU HADE ATTEMPTS TO INTEGRATE, INTO THE FIELD 
EXPERIENCE, CCllTEh'T FROM METHODS AND NON-NETHODS COURSES. 
Very 
Much 
7. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Classes 
(s) 







(3) . m 
d Mar Iv 
---m-
---m- i 




Section VI: Questions Related to '-'hat is Taught. to Students: 
Who is most influential in the education of a student in becoming a social ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Very Somewhat Hardly ? ? ? ? At .All 
Influential Influential Influential Influential 
1. Field Instructor w (3) (2) err 2. Methods Teachers 
(4) (3) ""('2') ('i) .. 
(4) "'(J} --m- -m-3. Faculty Field AdVisers 4. Students 
(4f" (3) (2) '""(i) 
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Pollowing are some common ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? regarding social work education. Please indicate 
your perception of the extent of 
agreenent of School ancs AgencY&l-.,.s... s\u.\'c..J.'t-o 
5. Observation of a trained social worker in action is aa good a learning ey.perienroc 
for the student as engaging in his own direct practice with clients, consumers, mernbp.rs 
or other professionals. 
a. Student 
b. School 
c • ."gency 
Agree 
4._Strongly 3._Slightly 4.___ 3. __ _ 
4.___ 3. ___ 
Disagree 
2._Strongl}' 1._S1 Ightly 
2. 1. 2.= 1.:::: 
6. An emphasis on the teaching of generic social work practice ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? a student who, 






4._ 3._ 4.___ 3. __ _ 
Disasree 
2._Strongly 1. ___ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2. 1. 2.:::: 1.:::: 
7. Social \-lark education ought to focus l!!imarily on intenctional skill!; (i.e. the 
worker in ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? with communities, small groups, indiViduals, city officials, etc.), 







4.___ 3. ___ 
4.__ 3. __ 
Disagree 
2._Strongly I._Slightly 
2. 1. 2.= 1.= 
8. Schools shnuld drop method concentrations (i.e. casework, group work, social work 







4. 3. 4.= 3.= Disasrp.c 2. __ StrongLY l. __ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?2. 1. 2.:::: 1.= 
9. Social "ark practice skills remain the Sllll'.e in work wl.th indl.viduals, gro'Jj'ls. 
communities, etc. It is therefore unnecessary to provide courses in particular methods 
as long as the generic practice courses are sensitive to !ll methods and :lot biased 






4. 3. 4.= 3.= Disagree 2._Strongly 1._SU;htlr 2. 1. 2.= 1.= 
10. Conceptual and theory teaching are the primary province of the classroom ? ? ? ? ? ? ?







4.___ 3. ___ 
Disagree 
2. ___ Strongly 1. ___ Sl1gnt1y 
2. 1. 2.= I.:::: 
'. 13 • 
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Please complete,the following statements by checking the answer you feel is most 
appropriate. 
11. Field work perf01'1llllnce stan-
dards far students in different' 
major methods or fields of 
practice' are... ' 
12. Field work performance stan-
dards for students in the same 
major methods or fields of--











(2) i (1) , 
(2) (1) 




1. Age at Last Birthday' 
(Years) 
3. Marital Status 







? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
3.--Protestant 
4.--None 
5. Other (SpecifY) 
EDtx:ATION 
1. Please check !!! that apply 
1. Bachelor's Degree 
2.-----Haster's in Social Work 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? in Another Field 
4.-Post Haster's Courses 
S._In Process of Doctoral Work 




4. Do you Have Children of Your Own? 
1. Yes "'l 2.--No 
3. Number, if ''Yes'' 
6. Ethnieity 
1. Native American 
2.-Asian 
3. Black 
4. Puerto Rican 
5'. White 
6. __ 0ther (Specify) 
2.' Please indicate college major 
I._Psychology 2. ____ Sociology 
3. __ EnSl1sh 4. History 
S._Education 6._Pol.Scicnce ' ,7 "_Other (Specify) ____ ...... __ _ 
- 14 -
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3. If you have an M.S.W. please indicate your concentration 
1. Casework 2. ______ Groupwork 
3. ______ Community Organization 
4. Administration 
S.-----Policy and Planning 6. Other (Specify) _______ _ 
4. If you have a Masters in a field other than social work, please indicate the field 
s. Please indicate the field in which you are doing or have completed your doctoral work. ____________________________________________________________ ? ?_________________ __ 
SOCIAL ? ? ? ? EXPERIENCE 
1. Number of years full tiete experience post M.S.W., _________________________ _ 
2. Number of years part time experience pos t M. S. W •______________________________ _ 
3. Number of years full time experience in 4 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? service setting prior to ? ? ? ? ? ? ?__ 
4. NlDllber of years in present agency ______________________________________ _ 
5. Present position in your agency (t.e. Administrative, dtrect ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?lanner, health representative. etc.) __________________________________________ __ 
PLEASE USE THE SPACE BELOW TO MAKE ANY CmlHENTS YOU WISH RELATED TO SOCIAL WORK EDtx:ATION 
AND THE REr.ATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL AND AGENCY. 
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? ? ? YORK UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK 
FIELD WORK DEPARTMENT 
APPENDIX C 
3 Washington Square North 
New York. New York 10003 
TO: 
FROM: 
Second Year Students 
. Professor Morris Gadol, 
Director of Field Work 
Attached is a questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn a field 
instructor at our School and a doctoral student at the Columbia University 
School of Social 1-lork. This questionnaire will serve as an important part 
of her dissertation project which is, ? ? ? Analysis of the Relationship 
Between Schools of Social Work and Field Placement Agencies. N. Y. U •• 
along with the other metropolitan· area Schools of Social Work is cooperating 
with Miss Kahn in this project which we feel may yield some significant 
insights into social work education. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used only ? ? ? ? this 
study and will not be shared with any field instructor or faculty member. 
I urge your cooperation in completing the attached questionnaira. 
378 
February 1976 
Dear Social Work Student: 
As Professor Gadol has indicated I am asking you to 
participate ? ? ? a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Schools of Social Work and Field Work 
A2encies in the Enterprise of SOCial Work Education. 
It: is assumed that students, along ? ? ? ? ? ? school faculty 
and field instructors are the chief actors in the social work educa-
tion business. I lIill be asking all three parties to fill out 
questionnaires dealing with their perceptions, attitudes and 
opinions of the various facets of the school-agency relationship. 
The attached student questionnaire will take approxi-
mately one half hour to complete. I hope you will take the time with-
in the next ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to complete the questionnaire and return it in 
the enclosed envelope to Professor Morris Gadol in the Field Hork 
Office. 
Your opinions about 89cial work education are sincerely 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully 
reported in the completed research. It is an opportunity for stu-
dents in a number of schools to speak as a group on various aspects 
of their education. 
Thank you for your ? ? ? ? and interest. 
Sincerely, 
.A.tl ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (........ 
SANDRA KAHN 
SK:mt 
Hunter College of the City University of ? ? ? ? York 
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORI{ 
129 East 79th Street· 
New ? ? ? ? ? ? N V 10021 379 
TO: Second Year Students 
FROM: Professor Reva Fine Holtzman 
Coordinator of FIeld ? ? ? ? ? ?
,-".' 
DATE: March 9. 1976 
Attached is ? ? questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn a fonner field 
Instructor at our School and a doctoral student at.the Columbia University 
School of Social \·/ork. This questionnaire will serve as an important part 
of her dissertat'ion project which is, an Analysis of the Relationship 
Between Schools of Social \10rk and Field Placement .Agencies. Tha 
Hunter School of Social Hork along with the othe:" metropol itan area Schools 
. of Social '\'/ork is cooperating with Miss Kahn in this project which we feel 
? ? ? ? yield some· significant insights into social work education. Our School 
Senate approved this endeavor. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used only for this study 
and \,/111 not be shared with any field instructor or faculty m('.mber •. 
. . .Dean Lewis and I urge your cooperation in completing the attached 




Dear Social Work Student: 
As Professor Reva Holtzman has indicated I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship Between Schools of Social Work and Field Work Agencies 
in the Enterprise of Social Work Education. 
It is assumed that students, along with school faculty and 
field instructors are the chief actors in the social work education 
business. 1 will be asking all three parties to fill out question-
naires dealing with their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? attitudes and opinions of the 
various facets of the school-agency relationship. 
The attached student questionnaire will take ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? one 
half hour to complete. I hope you will take the time within the 
next week to complete the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed 
envelope to Professor Reva Fine Holtzman in her office (Room 501) or 
in the Field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? O.fficp. - ? ? ? ? ? 506. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely asked 
for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully reported 
in the completed research. It is an opportunity for students in a 
number of schools to speak as a group on various aspects of their 
education. 
Thank you for your ttroe and interest. 
Sincerely, 





Dear Social ·Work Student: 
As Dr. Barb.aro has indicated I am asking you to partici-
pate in a research project related to an Analysis of the Relationship 
Between Schools of Social Work and .Field Work Agencies in the Enter-
prise of Social Work Education. 
It is assumed that students. along with school faculty 
and field instructors are the chief actors in the social work educa-
tion business. I will be asking all three parties to fill out ques-
tiDnnaires dealing with. their ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? attitudes and opinions of 
the various· facets of the school-agency relationship. 
The attached student questionnaire will take approximately 
one half hour to complete. I hope you will take the tim2 within the 
next two weeks to complete the questionnaire and return it in the 
enclosed envelope to Professor Helene Fishbein in the Field Work Office. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely 
asked for. urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully re-
ported in the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? research. It is an opportunity for students 
in a number of schools to speak as a group on various aspects of their 
education. . \ 




NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK 
FIELD WORK DEPARTMENT 
3 Washington Square North 
New York, New York 10003 
June 1976 
TO: New York University Field Instructors 
FROM: Professor Morris Gadol, 
Director of Field Work 
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Attached is a questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn a 
field instructor at our School and a doctoral student at the Columbia 
University School of Social Work. This questionnaire·. wil.l. serve as 
an important part of her dissertation project which is, an Analysis 
of the Relationship Between Schools of Social. Work and Fiel.d Place-
ment Agencies. N.Y.U., along with the other metropolitan area 
Schools of Social Work is cooperating with Miss Kahn in this project 
which we feel may yield some significant insights into social work 
education. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used anly for 
this study and will not be shared with any other field .instructor, 
member of faculty or administration in School or Agency. When com-
pleted please return to Miss Kahn in enclosed envelope. 




Dear Field Instructor: 
As Professor Gadol has indicated I am asking you to partici-
pate in a research project related to an Ana1Ysis of the Relationship 
Between Schools of Social Work and Field Work Agencies in the Enter-
prise of Social Work Education. 
, It is assumed that field instructors along with school facul-
tyand students are the chief actors in the social work education, 
business. I will be asking all three parties'to fill out questionnaires 
dealing with their perceptions, attitudes ,and opinions of, the various ' 
facets of' the school-agency relationship'. 
The attached questionnaire will take approximately one half 
hour to 'complete. I hope you will take the time within the next two 
weeks to complete and return it to me in the enclosed stamped envelope. 
Your opinions about 'social work education are sincerely 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully re-
ported in the completed research. It is an opportunity for field 
instructors to speak as a group on various'aspects of social work 
education. 
Thank you for your ? ? ? ? and interest. 
Sincerely yours, 





Graduate School of Social Work 
MEMORANDUM 
June 1976 
TO: Adelphi University School of Social Work 
Field Instructors 
FROM: Prof. Fred Barbaro 
Attached is a questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn a 
doctoral student at the Columbia University School of Social 
Work. This questionnaire will serve as an important part of 
her dissertation project which is an Analysis of the Relation-
ship Between Schools of Social Work and Field Placement Agencies. 
Adelphi along with the other metropolitan area Schools of Social 
Work is cooperating with Miss Kahn in this project which we feel 
may yield some significant insights into social work education. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used only 
for this study and will not be shared with any other field 
instructor, member of faculty or administration in School or 
Agency. When completed please return to Miss Kahn in enclosed 
envelope. 




Dear Field Instructor: 
.As Professor Barbaro has indicated I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship Between Schools of Social Work and Field Work Agencies 
in the Enterprise of Social Work Education. 
It is assWiled that field instructors along with school 
faculty and students are the chief actors in· the social work educa-
tion business. I will be asking all three parties to ·.fill out . 
questionnaires dealing with their·perceptions,attitudes and opinions 
of the various facets of the ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? relationship •. 
The attached questionnaire wfll take approximately one half 
hour to complete. I hope you will take the time within the next two 
weeks to complete and return it to me in the enclosed stamped 
envelope. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely 
asked for,· urgently needed and will be faithfully·and carefully re-
ported in the completed research. It is an opportunity for field 
instructors to speak as a group on various aspects of social work 
education. 
Thank you for your time and interest. 
SK:mt 





FORDfI'.Alvi mTIVERS ITY 
Graduate School of Sccial Service 
memorandu!:1 
Fordham Field Instructors 
Professor Harold Robbins 
Director of Field Work 
April 12, 1576 
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Attached is a questionnaire develogec1 ? ? ? ? Prof. Sandra Kahn 
an adjunct facluty mecber at our SCheol and a doctoral student at 
the Columbia University School of Social H01"k. This questionnaire 
'torill serve as an important part of her dissertation project ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
is an Analysis of tile Relaticnship BetHeen Schools of Social ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
and Field Placement Agencies. Fordham, along with the other metro-
politan area SC:l00ls of Social Hark is cooperating ,·lith Prof. Kaim 
in this project \·rtlich \'Fe feel may yield SC[:1e significant insights 
into social \·1Or1':. education. 
Your responses en this questic!"!nail"e \·rill be used only for 
this study and \'lill not be shared \o1itil any ether field instructcr, 
agency staff, or faculty member. Hhen ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? please return to 
Prof. Kahn in the enclosed envelope. 






Dear Field Instructor:. 
As Professor Robbins has ind:'cated I am asking you to. 
participate in a research project ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? to an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of. the . 
Relationship Between Schools of Social \-lork ? ? ? ? Field ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
in the Enterprise of Social '-lork ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
It is assumed the.t field instructors aJ.eng \ori'"h school 
faculty' and students are the chief aC'l;ors . in t,he ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? "Iork educa-
tion business. I will be asking all ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? :9artie.s to .f!'J.l out 
quest'ionnaires dealing \olith' their perceptions, ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and cpinicns 
of the various facets of the school"3.l3ency reJ.at:i.onshfp. 
. The attached questionnai!'e .\Oli:!..l ta.ke ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? one 
half hour to complete. I hope yeu \olil:!.. take th·;) tine I'li thin the 
next two weeks to ccmplete and return it to me in t:1e ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
stamped envelope. 
Your opinions about socia.l ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? educE. tien are ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
asked for, urgently needed and \Olill be ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? and ca.:'efully re-
ported in the completed research. ? ? ? ? ? ? an ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? fOl' field 
instructors to speak as e. group on vario1.1s as:gects of cocial \Olork 
education. 
SK:mt 
Thank you for your time and interest. 
Sincerely yours, 
..... ./.'i.,.' ,,' ,/l. ? ? ? ? ? ? A...:!_' 
E,!!\Nrp.A KAHN 
",'URZt'1EILEJi aCHOt>J; OF- :;.ocIAL ? ? ? ? ? ?
YESHIVA UNIVERSITY 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: \'1ul'zueiler Field Instructors 
FOOM: P,cof. Samuel 1-1. Goldstein 
Director of Field \'lork 
DATE: May 27, 1976 
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Attached is a questionnaire developed by _')1'01'. :Jd.ndl·a Kahn an 
adjunct faculty member at our School and a ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? student at the 
Columbia University School of Social l'lork. This questionnaire ,'11,11 
serve as an important part of hel' dissel'tation project uhich is an 
Analysis of the Relationship Bet''1een School.s of Social \lork and Field 
Placement Agencies. Yesh! va, along "lith tbe other metl'opoli tan area 
Schools of Social Work is coope:ca tins "'i th 'rof. Kahn in this project 
\'1hich ? ? ? ? feel may yield some significant insights into social \'lork 
education 
Your :cesponses on this t1uestionnah'e ,'rill be used only for this 
study and ",ill not be shal"ed ,'lith any ? ? ? ? ? ? ? field instructor, agency 
staff, or faculty membe:c. vlhen ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? please retul"Il to ":.."of, Kahn 
in the enclosed envelope 
I u:"'ge yOUl' cooperation in completi ';"'3 th(', ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? c::uestionnail.'e 
St-lG:rt 
Attachment 
-' .. - -.'-... 
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June 1976 
Dear Field Instructor: 
As Professor Goldstein has indicated I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship Between Schools of Social Work and Field Work Agencies 
in the Enterprise of Social Work Education. 
It is assumed that field instructors along with schoo1 
faculty and students are the chief actors in the social work educa-
tion business. I will be asking all three parties to fill out ques-
tionnaires dealing with ,their perceptions, attitudes and opinions of 
the various facets of the school-agency relationship. 
The attached questionnaire will take apprOximately one 
half hour to complete. I hope you will take the time within the 
next two weeks to complete and return it to me in the enclosed stamped 
envelope. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully re-
ported in the completed research. It is an opportunity for field 
instructors to speak as a group on various aspects of social work 
education. 
SK:mt 
Thank you for your time and interest. 
Sincerely yours, 
,JaAA.rJA(J.., ? ? ? ?
SANDRA KAHN 
HtlNTER COLLEGE 
CITY UNlVERSI'1Y OF NEW YORK 
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK 
129 East 79th Street 
New York, New York 10021 
TO: Hunter College Field Instructors 
FROM: Professor Rhva Fine Holteman 
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July 1976 
Attached is a questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn a former 
field instructor at our School and a doctoral student at the Columbia 
University Scbool of Social Work. This questionnaire will serve as an 
important part of ber dissertation project which is, an Analysis of the 
Relationship Between Schools of Social Work and Field Placeuent Agencies. 
Hunter, along with the other metropolitan area schools of Social Work 
is cooperating with MiBs Kahn in this project which ? ? ? feel may yield 
some significant insights into social work education. This endeavor 
was approved by our School Senate. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used only for 
this study and will not be shared with any other field instructor, mem-
ber of faculty or administration in School or Agency. When completed 
please return to Miss Kahn in enclosed envelope. 




Dear Field Instructor: 
As Professor Holtzman has indicated I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship Between Schools of Social Work and Field v10rk Agencies 
in the Enterprise of Social Work Education. 
It ·.is assumed that· field instructol'S along with school 
faculty and students are the chief actors in the social work educa-
tion business. I will be asking all three parties to fill out 
questionnaires. dealing with their perceptions, attitudes and opinions 
of the various facets' of ? ? ? ? school-agency relationship. 
The attached questionnaire "Till take approximately one 
half hour to complete. I hope you will take the til:le \,fi thin the 
next two weeks to complete and return it to me in the enclosed 
stamped envelope • 
. Your' opinions about social work education are sincerely 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully 
. reported :I.n the completed research. It is an opportunity for field 
instructors to speak as a group' on various ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of social "Tork 
education. 
Thank you for your· time and interest, 
Sicer ell' yours, . 





Dear Social Work Student: 
As Dean Setleis may have indicated I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related to an Analysis of the 
Relationship between Schools of Social Work and Field Work Agencies 
in the Enterprise of Social Work Education. 
It is assumed that students, along with school faculty and 
field instructors are the chief actors in the social work education 
business. I will be asking all three parties to fill out question-
naires dealing with their perceptions, attitudes and opinions of 
the various facets of the school-agency relationship. 
The attached student questionnaire will take approximately 
one half hour to complete. I hope you will take the time within 
the next week to complete the questior.naire and return it in the 
enclosed ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? your Jewish Social Philosophy instructor. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and carefully 
reported in the completed research. It is an opportunity for 
students in a number of schools to speak as a group on various 
aspects of their education. 
SK:mt 
Thank you for your time and interest. 
Sincerely yours, 




Dear Social Work Student: 
As Professor Robl>ins has·' indicated' I am asking you to 
participate in a research project related. to an Analysis of the 
Relationship between Schools of Social WDtk arid Field Work 
Agencies in ;the Enterprise of Soc,ial Work, Education. 
It id.assumed that st:udents, a10n8 with: school faculty and 
field instrUctors· are the chief actors in the social work educa-
tion'businesd, I will be asking all three parties to fill out 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? dealing with their perceptions., a.ttitudes ? ? ? ? . 
·opinions of the various facets .. of the school-agency r.e1ationship. 
The attached student questionnaire will ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
one half hour to compiete. I hope'you will take the ttme within 
the next two weeks to complete the questionnaire and return it: in 
the enclosed enveloped to Professor Harold Robbins in the Field 
Work Office. Room 726. 
Your opinions about social work education are sincerely. 
asked for, urgently needed and will be faithfully and. carefully 
reported in the completed research. ·It is an opportunity for 
students in a number of schools to sreak as a group on various 
aspec.ts of their education.' .' 
Thank you for your time and. interest. 
Sincerely, 
/,! ' , I. , , r '," ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ,A ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
SANDRA KAHN 
SK:mt 
Columbia University ? ? ? ? ? ? ? of Social Work 
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MEMORANDUM 
January 20, 1976 
TO: Second Year Students 
FROM: Sidney Berengarten 
Associate Dean and Director of Field vlork 
Attached is a questionnaire developed by Sandra Kahn, a field 
instructor and doctoral student at our School. This questionnaire 
will serve as an important part of her dissertation project which is 
an Anal sis of t:ie Re1ationshi ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Schools of Socia 1. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Fiel Placement Agencies. Columbia, a ong with the other ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
area Schools of Social Work is cooperating with Miss Kahn in this 
project which we feel may yield some significant insights into ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
work education. 
Your responses on this questionnaire will be used only for this s::udv 
and 't\7ill not be shared with any field instructor or member of faculty 
and administration. 
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